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The Right Reverend Father in GOD 
JOHN 
LorD Bisnop of 
LOND O N, 


AND 


One of the Lords of His MAJESTT. 
Moft Honourable PRIVY-CouxciL. 


My LORD, 


HE following Sermons, Drawn 
up and Preach'd under Your 
Lo RDSHISs Influence, in Defenſe 


of That Antient Faith which You have 
* 2 to 


De D EDICA TION. 
ſo Seaſonably and Signally ſupported, 
have a natural Claim and Title to 
Your LoRDSEH IS Patronage. Their 
Deſign is to ſhov, that ve follow not 
meer Human Deciſions, or Words of 
Men, as hath been ſlanderouſiy report- 
ed, but the infallible Word of God; to 
which we appeal from the Sentence and 
Determination of any fallible Men 
vhatſocyer. Neyertheleſs, it is great 
Satisfaction to us to obſerve, that the 
Scripture-Evidences of our Doctrine 
have, in all Ages of the Church, appear- 
ed ſo full wa clear, that the Generali- 
ty of Wiſe and Good Men could not 
fail of coming into them. We think 
it no Diſcredit, but a great Advantage 
to our Doctrine, that it is Antient, and 
Catholick. If This be all that Some 
mean, by Objecting to us Human Deci- 
ſions, we do not only Acknowledge it, 
bur Glory in it. It has been the Me- 
thod of the Wiſeſt and Beſt Men, ſince 
the Dare of Chriſtianity, to prefer Ex- 


proſe 
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preſs Scripture, or Certain Conſequences 


from Scripture, before meerly Human 
and Philoſophical Conjectures. Hu- 
man, but vell· grounded, Decifions have 
ſerved to beat A the Pride and Va- 
nity of Human, and ill-grounded Con- 


ceits: And hence it is that the Faith 


ol the ever Bleſſed Trinity has conſtant- 
ly, and will, 1 truſt, finally prevail 
over all Oppoſition from Men, whole 
Strengch and Confidence is not in Scrip- 
ture, but in Vain Philoſophy; not in 
the Word of God, but in I know not 
what dark and blind Meraphyſicks, the 
Words of Men. 

I gladly Embrace this Opportunity 
of joining in the Publick Thanks to 
Your LorDsn1y, for the late Memora- 
ble Inſtance of your truly Primitive and 
Epiſcopal Zeal againſt the Adverſaries 
of our Common Faith. The Attempt 
to introduce, by a private Authority, 
New Forms of Doxology, in oppoſition 
to Thoſe now in Uſe, which are of long 


* ſtand- 
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ſtanding and great Authority in the 
Church of Chriſt, is juitly abhorred 
by all that have the Honour of our 
Blefled Lord, and of our Common 
Chriſtianicy near at Heart. To aſcribe 
Alt Glory to the Father, in Contempt 
of thoſe other Forms which give Glory 
to all the Three Perſons, is too plainly 
declaring in Facts, what is diſown'd in 
Words ; and is laying aſide that Modeſty 
in Prallice, which is pretended in Prm- 
ciple. It was high time to give a 
Check to ſuch Dangerous Innovations; 
and to warn your Faithful Clergy againſt 
fach Scandalous Abuſes. Preſent and 
Future Generations will be obliged to 
Your LorDsH1P for your Pious Cares, 
and Wiſe Endeavors in this Behalf; and 
for ſo Eminent an Example of an Un- 
ſhaken Firmneſs in Thoſe Principles, 
which alone can make our Church Glo- 
rious, or Kingdom Happy. From 
which ſhould we ever be fo Infatuated 
and Abandon'd as to ſtart, or fwerve 
| (which 
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{ which God forbid) we ſhould, from 
being the Pureſt,and molt juſtly Celebra- 
ted Church in the World, become the 
Meaneſt and the moſt Contemptible of 
Any (if ve could ſtill be called a Church; 
ſhould expoſe our ſelves inevitably to the 
juſt Wrath and Vengeance of Almigh- 
ty God, and to the Scorn and Deri- 
ſion of all the Churches around us. 
That theſe, and the like Dangers and 
Miſchiefs, may be effectually prevented, 
or turn d away from us, is the Hearty 
Prayer of 


My LORD, 
Tour LORDSHI1Pp's 
Moſt Obeaient 
and Moſt 
Humble Servant 


DANIEL WATERLAND. 
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PREFACE 


HE following Sermons may be look'd 
6 % upon as à Supplement to my Vindi- 
cation of Chriſt's Divinity, before publiſh'd. 
I intended them as ſuch, avoiding Repeti- 
tion of the ſame things, as much as I well 
could: Or where I could not avoid bring- 
ing up again the ſame Arguments, I have 
endea vour d to give them ſome farther 
Light or Strength; for the moſt part, in- 
larging upon what had been before but 
briefly hinted. I have intirely omitted 
the Argument from Worſhip, becauſe 
I had aiſtinttly and fully treated of 
it, under Queries 16th. and 17th. Some 
other Arguments I have paſsd over, 
purely becauſe I had not room for them. 


- Thoſe 
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Thoſe which I have taken and conſidar'd, 
appear to me of as great weight as auy; 
and more than ſuffic tent to juſtify our Be- 
lief in Chriſt Jelus as 4 Divine perſon, * 
Co-equal and Co- eternal with God the © 
Father. 


In my Vindication exc. I was chiefly up- 
| on the Offenlive, againſt the Adverſaries of 
5 our common Faith, demanding of them ſome 

clear and. good proof of their Pretenſions 
in this momentous Controverſy, ſince they 

had hitherto produc'd nothing conſiderable 

enough to move any Wiſe and Good Man 
„ 4 forſake that Faith, which has ſo long, 
and ſo univerſally obtain d, and with ſuch || 
viſible marks of a Divine Power accompa- | 
nying it. They that undertake to alter the | 

Fundamental and Univerſally received Ar- 

ticles of the Chriſtian Faith, which may | 
be traced up to the very Infancy of Chriſti- | 

anity, or as high as any Records reach, 
ought to be well provided with Reaſons 
and Arguments t make good ſuch big pre- 
tences: Otherwiſe they do but render their 
| Cauſe ridiculous, and expoſe their own Ha- 
| nity. The Preſumption will always lie (e- 
ſpecially in a point of this moment, in which i 
. it can hardly be ſuppoſed that God could MF }. 
| ever have ſuffered his Church to be ſo long, 
Y. {ſo nutverſally, and ſo lamentably deceived) MF * 
10 
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on the ſide of Preſcription, and long Poſ- 
ſeſſion: And nothing leſs than clear and e- 
vident Demonſtration can have weight ſuf- 


3 ficient to bear up againſt it. This there- 


ore is what 1 had reaſon to inſiſt upon , 


| { and what I ſtill demand of our New Guides, 


if they hope to prevail any thing with 
conſidering Men. I may farther demand 
of them to propoſe ſome orher Scheme ap- 


poſite to the Catholick, and to clear it at 


leaſt of all conſiderable Objeftions. For if 
it appears that there are but three Schemes, 
in the main, Arian, Socinian, and Catho- 
lick, one of which muſt be true; and that 
the two former are utterly repugnant to, or 
can neither of them be ſhown to be conſiſt- 
ent with, the whole Scripture taken toge- 
ther; it will follow that the third is the 
True one, unleſs Scripture be inconſiſtent with 
it ſelf, which is not to be ſuppoſed. This 
way of proving our Point, tho indirect, js 
notwithſtanding juſt and ſolid; provided 
we can make it appear that neither the 
Arian or Socinian (or what is nearly the 
ſame, Sabellian ). Hypotheſis can tolerably 
account for ſeveral Scripture-Texts. But 
1 have, in the following Sermons, choſe, 
for the moſt part, to proceed more directly, 
Living the direct Scripture-proofs of what 
has ſo long, and ſo univerſally prevailed; 
that it may be ſeen that we have a great 


1 3 | deal 


-* 
* * 
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deal more than Preſcription, or Poſſeſſion, 
to plead for our Principles. They are found- 
ed in the infallible Word of God, fix'd and 
rivetted in the very Frame and Conſlitutt- 
on of the Chriſtian Keligion, If our Proofs 
of this, meerly from Scripture, appear but 
probable, they are yet more and better than 
can be produced, meerly from Scripture, for 
the contrary perſwaſion: And if what ap- 
pears but probably to be taught in Scrip- 
ture it ſelf, appears certainly to have been 
taught by the Primitive and Catholick 
Church, ſuch probability ſo confirm'd and 
ſtrengthen d, carries with it the force of De- 


monſtration. Not that I think our Scrip- 


ture proofs to be barely probable, tho 
our Cauſe would not ſuffer even by that 


ſuppoſition. I think them as clear, and q 
as ſtrong as ſhould be expected, or deſired | 


in any caſe of this nature: And I know 
not whether the Scripture-Proofs of the 
Divinity, even of God the Father, his Eter- 


nal, Immutable, Neceſſary Exiſtence, his 
Omniſcience, Omnipreſence and other Di- 
vine Attributes, might not be eluded and 
fruſtrated by {ach Subtilties and Artifices * 
as are uſed to elude the Scripture-proofs | 


of the Divinity of God the Son. 


It muſt however be allow d, that in all 
manner of Controverſy which depends upon Ws 
luterpretation of dead Writings, he that | 


TT 7 TT 
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undertakes to prove a Point, or to eſtabliſh 
a Doctrine, lies under this diſadvantage ; 


1 that, as long as there appears any poſſibility 


of a different interpretation, an Adverſary 


| may ſtill demur, and demand farther Evi- 


dence. Now, conſidering the great latitude 
and ambiguity of Words and Phraſes, in 
all Languages, (if a Man would ſearch 
into all the Senſes they are poſſibly capa- 
ble of) and that even the moſt full nd 
expreſs words may be often eluded by hav- 
ing recourſe to Tropes, and Figures, or to 


3 ſome other artificial Turn of Wit andCriti- 
8 ciſm; I ſay, conſidering this, there may be 


always ſomething or other plauſibly urged 
againſt any thing almoſt whatever : But 
more eſpecially if the Point to be proved be 
of a ſublime, myſterious Nature; Then, be- 
ſides the Advantage to be taken of Wards, 
there's farther ground of ſcruple, or cavit, 


From the Thing it ſelf. And here the Ob- 


= j<tor has much the eaſier part, as it is al- 
vas eaſier to puzzle, than to clear any 
bing; to darken and perplex, than to ſet 
things in a good Light; to ask Queſtions, 
than to anſwer Them, to ſtart Difficulties, 
han to ſolve Them. In a Word, it is eaſi- 
er for the Objector to ſhow his own lp- 
norance, end perhaps the other's too, than 


n Wt is for Either of them to be perfectly 


Knowing; and able to extiricate a Subjet? 


a 3 out 
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out of all pernlexity and doubt fulneſs. 
Hence it is that both Arians and Socini- 
ans have, for the moſt part, been content 
to Object againſt the Catholick Scheme, 
having Talents very He: for it, but they 


ſeldom undertake to defend and clear their 


own: Or if they do, they ſoon ſee reaſon 
to repent it. When the Socinian is to prove 
that Chriſt is à Man only, or an Arian that 
He is a Creature, and that Scripture can 
bear no other poſſible interpretation, They 
come off ſo ind;fferently, and with ſuch ma- 


nifeſt marks of diſadvantage, that they do 3 
but expoſe themſelves to the Pity, or Deriſi- 


on of their Adverſaries. 


It was proper to obſerve this, in order to 
give the common Reader a juſt Idea of the 
ſtate of the preſent Controverſy, and of the 
method and management of the Controvert- 
iſts, on Either ſide. The way to judge right- © 


ty, either of it or them, is to compare Things 
carefully together, and to obſerve how they 
perform their ſeveral parts; which are redu- 
cible ro theſe three, I. to prove and eſtabliſh 
their own Tenets, 2. To diſprove thoſe of 
the Adverſaries, 3. To object to, or weak- 
en, the Adverſary's Proofs. | 


For the Purpoſe: What have the Ca- 
tholicks 26 produce from Scripture, in 
proof of their Principles? And what | 
was either an Arian, or Socinian fo pro- 
auct 
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duce in proof of his Take their eviden- 
ces together, ſet them fairly one again/t 
* another, and then judge of them. What 
* have the Catholicks 10 urge in order to 
Z diſprove the Arian or Socinian Scheme? 
And what again has either Arian or So- 
cinian to plead in order to confute the Ca- 
tholick Doctrine? Let theſe reſpectiuely 
be balanc'd one againſt another, and let the 
imparttal Examiner judge which has the 
Advantage, upon the Compariſon, Laſtly, 
let it be obſerved what the Catholicks have 
to ſay,to weaken the Proofs brought either for 
the Arian or Socinian Hypotheſrs ; and again 
what the Arian and Sociman has to plead, 
40 invalidate the Proofs brought for the Ca- 
tholick Perſwaſion. Upon the whole, 1 
may remark, that the moſt difficult Task of 
all, is to Eſtabliſh a Doctrine: the next 
_—_— zs to diſprove er confute any Te- 
net; becauſe That, in ſome caſes, (where one 
of the two muſt be true) is eſtabliſhing the 
contrary: The loweſt and eaſieſt part of all, 
is ts object againſt the Adverſary's Proofs, 
or to pusglè a Cauſe among weak Readers. 

= 7 hefe things being premiſed, I may now 
Proceed to take Notice of two late Pam- 

IX phlets, wrote by way of Anſwer 10 
„ un Vindication of Chriſt's Divinity. The 
rt of them, indeed, is very modeſtly, and 

Proper, called AN ANSWER TO 

: a 4 Dr. 
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. Dr. WATERLAND's Queries, o0- * 
t: therwiſe, MODEST PLEA GWG. 
| CONTINUED, by an Anonymons 

4 Hand. I was ſurprized at it, becauſ® 
5 the Queries had received an Anſwer long 
1 agoz and the World expetted an Anſwer 


to my Deſenſe, not a new Anſwer to the 

Queries. Iwill not ſay that the Author 

k was in hopes the common Reader might 

5 not diſtinguiſh between an Anſwer to the 

} Queries, and an Anſwer to the Defenſe, but 

might be indifferently content with Either; 

nor that he thought he might the more 

| eaſily Triumph over the Queries, after he 
5 had expoſed them again naked and ſtrippd 
of their Guards and Fences: I am unuill- 
ing to believe an Author of any Name or 
Character (as this ſeems to be) could haue 
any ſuch low Aims, and little Views a6 
thoſe mention d. But I muſt obſerve, that 
the Author, in his Performance, is Religi- © 
ouſly obſervant of his Title: for he brings © 
up frequently the very ſame Pretences which © 
1 had fully, largely, and diſtinftly anſwer'd © 
in my Defenſe, without taking the leaſt 
notice of what I had ſaid: For his Intent 
was not to anſwer my Defenſe, it ſeems, % 
but my Queries. Whether this be a pro- 
per method to clear a Diſpute, and to 
0 do Fuſtice to common Readers, I leave to any © 
| | Man to Fudge. But I am promiſed, in an : 
Adver- 


= \ 
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Advertiſement, at the end, a Large and 
Particular Anſwer Zo my Defenſe &. 
17 Which I ſball wait for with great Impa- 
* rience, being deſirous of nothing more than 
ts ſee this Controverſy fairly and thorough. 
ly diſcuſs d on Both fides. In the mean 
while, I ſhall content my ſelf with a few 
Remarks upon this late Anſwer to my Que- 
ries, not thinking my ſelf obliged to go ſo 
far out of my way, as to draw up any 
more Particular Reply, to a nameleſs Wri- 
ter, and one who does not appear to have 
any deſire or deſign to have the Point di- 
ſtinctly debated and clear d; but only to throw 
a Miſt before the Readers, and to fence off 
all fair Trial or Examination. 

1. I muſt obſerve, that the Author does 
not offer any particular Scheme, for fear, 
I ſuppoſe, of being called upon to defend it. 
Tet if he at all knows what he is doing, or 
what he is aiming at, it is the Arian Scheme 
or none, he has taken up with. There are but 
three poſſible Suppoſitions of God the Son, 
conſider d as a real diſtinct Perſon. Either 
He is a Man only, which to ſay, is Socini- 


- He: ans. . ©. £5. ÞE.. . CG. Oo DO. A. . 


aniſm; or he is more than Man, but yet a 
Fs, precarious dependent Being, depending as 
95 much on the Mill of the Father as any 


Creature whatever, and conſequently a Crea- 
ture; which to ſays is Arianiſm, and the 
whole of Arianilm, however wariouſly e- 


preſs'd, 


_ * 
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preſi d, or differently diſguis d: The third 


Suppoſition is, that the don is neceſſarily- 
exiſting, uncreated, and properly Divine, 
which is the Catholick Doctrine. 

Now this Writer is evidently no Socini- 
an, nor Sabellian; and from the whole Te- 
nor of his Performance, it is plain, he is no 
Catholick, in the Senſe before given: It 
remains only that he is either an Arian, or 
elſe hangs between two, floating and fluctu- 
a ing between Catholick and Arian ; which 
20 the moſt favourable Opinion that can be 
conceived of Him. 

2. As this Writer pretends not to main- 
tain any particular Scheme oppoſite. to the 
Catholick Dactrine, ſo it may be obſerved, 
that He conſtantly avoids coming to the 
pinch of the Queſtion, between Catholicks 
and Arians. He never ſo much as attempts 
any the leaſt proof of God the Son's being 
4 Creature; never undertakes to juſtify 
Creature- Worſhip; never endeavours ta 
clear the Arian Scheme of the Difficulties 
which I had chargd it with in ſeveral 
Places of my Defenſe, and particularly in 
page 484. where I ſumm'd up the Princi- 
pat of them under five Heads. He is ſo 
far from this, that he commonly turns Oppo- 
nent, tho he bad undertaken the part of Re- 
ipondent ; and by bis deep filence, in reſpect᷑ 
of the moſt conſiderable Difficulties, ſeems 

tacitely 
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tacitely to allow that they are not capa- 
ble of any juſt and ſolid Anſwer. I had 
ask'd only a plain Queſtion, that I might 
come to the Point in hand, whether the 
ſame CharaQteriſticks, eſpecially ſuch emi- 
nent ones, can reaſonably be underſtood 
of two diſtindt Beings, and of one 
Infinite and Independent; the other de- 
pendent and Finite? Q. 6. This Gentle- 
man deſires to be excuſed from ſaying one 


word of Dependent, or Independent; and 


calls it an invidious inſinuation 0 ment?- 
on a ſyllable of Finite and Infinite. p. 13. 
This was coming to the Queſtion, and 
therefore the Point was not to be tourh'd. 
He runs off and talks, ſomewhat confuſetly, 
about ſome Prime, greateſt, incommunica- 
ble perfection (Objecting only, when it 
was his buſmeſs to Reſpond) not telling 
me whether he means it of neceſſarily-ex- 
iſting, or only of unbegotten. i he means 
it of the former, making neceſſary exiſt- 
ence and felf-exiſtence the ſame thing, 
then I ſhall tell him, that he has no man- 
ner of ground for ſuppoſing that That per- 


fedlion is not common both to Father and 


Son: And if That be alſo Dr. Clarke's No- 
{ion of Sclt-exiſtence, I ſhall then obſerve, 
that the Doctor's Propoſitions ( particular - 
ly kis 5th, 12th, 14th, 19th, 23d,) are not ſo 
innocent, as this Writer would repreſent 


them, 
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them, but are unſcriptural, falſe, and dan- 
gerous. If he means it of unbegatten, I 
Hall leave him to prove, at leifure, what 
real perfection, beyond a Relation of Or der, 
er Mode of Exiſtence, is contain d in it. In 
the mean while, what becomes of the Query, 
which demanded a clear and determinate 
Anſwer, whether the Son be Finite or In- 
finite, whether his Exiftence be Precarious, 
ar Independent on the, Will of any? A di- 


vect anſwer ta this would ſoon have let aur 


Readers into the main Debate, to be tried 
oy Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, I 
gtue this Inſtance only far 4 Specimen of 
the Authar's manner of evading, and ſhift- 
ing, whenever be comes to the Pinch of the 
Queſtion: The Reader will obſerve many 
more ſuch, in the peruſal of the whole Pam- 
phlet. It is very plain then, that This 
Mriter never means ta give us an Oppar- 
unity of confuting his principles, if they 
happen Ia be Contrary to ours; becauſe be 


cares not to own them, however invited 


ar prevoked ta it. The moſt that be aims 
at, is the ſafeſt, loweſt, meaneſt Part of a 
Diſputant, who happens ta bave 4 Cauſe 
which be dares wot confide in; and that 
35, 10 object, cavil, and find fault with 
fomet hing wich he likes not, withaut e- 
ver ſo much as offering any thing better in 
5 ſtead, ar ſubmilting what be has te pro- 


poſe 
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poſe to the Examination and Judgment of 


the Learned. | 

2. It is worth obſerving what this Wri- 
ter ſays to the two main Points in debate 
between the Catholicks and the Arians, 
vis. The Conſubſtantiality , and Erer- 
nity of God the Son. He ſpeaks indeed 
of Dr. Clarke; but I ſuppoſe he, at the ſame 
time, gives us to underſtand what his own 
Sentiments are. There is nothing in an 
of the Doctor's Aſſertions, but what holds 
equally true upon all (the poſſible) Hy- 
potheſes concerning either the Metaphy- 
ſical Subtance, or Eternity of the Son, 


p. 29. All his Propoſitions are equally true 


and certain both from Reaſon and Scrip- 
ture, whatever the Subſtance, and how un- 
limited ſoever the Duration of the Son 
be. p. 67. See alſo p. 23, 2 27, 28, 
43» 71. | 

2 is ſome Satisfaction to uc, that, as this 
Gentleman pretends not to hold any Scheme 
of his o:zn, ſo neither does he attempt to 
Confute ours. All that we inſiſt on, 
and contend for, may be true and right, 
for any thing he has to ſay to the contrary , 
which is very obliging, eſpecially conſider- 
ing that he ſpeaks both for Dr. Clarke and 
Himſelf. For the we have no reaſon to 
apprehend any thing from the Doctor's Ar- 
guments, yet his very Name and Charact- 


or 
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er may do our Cauſe harm, among many, 
if it be thought that he has declared 
plainly agam/t us. This Writer Charges 
we with palpable and direct Calumny 
p. 28. for ſaying that Dr. Clarke every 
where denies the Conſubſtantiality. Soft- 
er Words might have done as well, in 
One that profeſſes not to render Evil 
for Evil, nor Railing for Railing. [7 
bad certainly no intention to Calumniate 
the Doctor; I gave my Reaſons for what J 
ſaid, which have not been anſwer'd; I did 
not lay any thing to his Charge more than 
what the Countrey Clergy-man, and Mr. 
Emlyn, aud ſeveral others, who are thought 
the Dotlor's Friends, believed of him as 
well as I. I will not ſay what may be 
pleaded to make good the Charge, from the 
Doctor's un Books, from the whole Drift 
and Tenour of them, beſides many particular 
Paſſages, and what from this very Piece 
wrote in his Defenſe; nor how unaccount- 
able his whole Conduct, relating to this 
Controverſy, is, on any other ſoppoſition ; 
nor haw needleſs it is to prove what 
hardly Friend or Foe makes any doubt of. 
Let it be ſo that the Doctor bas neither di- 
recily, nor by neceſſary conſequence denied 
either the Conſubſtantiality, or Eternity. 
I am more willing to have it thought that 
the Charge is falſe and groundleſs, than this 


Au- 
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Author imagines ; and gladly take this Op- 
portunity of acquainting the World that 
the Dottor has leſs to [ay againſt the Re- 
ceived Doctrine than was once belreved 
of Him. I am always very averſe to repre- 
ſenting any Man worſe than he really is, 
eſpecially ſuch a Man as Dr. Clarke, who 
may be a Credit to our Cauſe, as ſoon 
as it appears that he does not really differ 

from us. 
I am very unwilling that any Man of 
Senſe and Learning, ſhould be thought an 
Arian ( Arian generally have been Men 
of a Different Character) And if it can be 
made appear either that the Doctor never 
was ſuch, or has ceaſed to be ſuch, upon far- 
ther views (his own good ſenſe leading him 
at length out of it) I ſhall very heartily re- 
Joice at it, and acknowledge my miſtakes or 
miſrepreſentations with infinitely greater 
Pleaſure than I could ever be ſuppoſed to 
make them. If the Doctor has really denied 
no Conſubſtantiality that either the Ante- 
= nicene Fathers, or the Council of Nice in- 
ended, (as this Author ſays be has not; p. 
= 27,28.)1 amwvery glad of it and deſire no more 


; than that the Doctor do lincerelyacknowledge 
1 the ſame, and abide by it: And, I hope, that 
4 thoſe who pretend to have the Dottor's Au- 

thority to countenance them in their Oppoſi- 


tion to the Received Doctrine (the ſame 
which 
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which the Ante-nicene Fathers and Coun- 
eil of Nice Taught) will take ſpecial no- 
tice of it. What is it then that the Do- 
Gor and We differ about? This Author 
will tell us: The Doctor's 300 Texts were 
brought to prove a Subordination, not in 
mere poſition or order of Words, & c. p. 
40. The Son muſt be Subordinate to the 
Father in real order of Nature and Dig- 
nity, and not in mere poſition of Woras : 
p. 29. The Subordination of the Son 
is not a Subordination meerly nominal 
conſiſt ing (according to Dr. Waterland ) 
in mere poſition or order of Words — but 
it is a real Subordination of the Son to 
the Father in point of Authority and Do- 
minion over the Univerſe. This is the 
main, the true and only point &c. p. 57. 
58. Let us ſee then, if this main, this 
true and only point can be any way adjuſt- 
ed between us: For we are very deſirous 
to have the Learned Doclor on our ſide, 
as nearly as poſſible, or if he muſt be a- 
gainſt us at laſt, the leſs the better, both 
for Him and Us. Perhaps the Doctor is 
with us in the main, only has happened un- 
fartunately to miſtake our principles ; which 
is a very uſual thing with Diſputants in 
moſt Controverſies. If he has the ſame No- 
tion which T his Author has, that Dr. Wa- 
gerland makes the Subordination to conſiſt 


1 
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in 2 mere Poſition or Order of Words, 
it is a Miſtake indeed; and I cannot but 


7 wonder at his peculiar Fancy. I always in- 


tended, always ſpoke of a real Subordina- 
tion: But then 1 conſider d the ſtrict Force 
and Propriety of the word Subordination; 
X implying a difference of Order only, while 
be Nature is ſuppoſed Equal. We do not 
x /ay that things ＋ a lower kind are ſubor- 
X dinate, but inferior, to Thoſe of an higher. 
V Brutes are not ſubordinate, but inferior 0 
Man; and Creatures are not (in ſtrict pro- 
priety) Subordinate, but inferior to Cod. 
1 allow all that is really, truly, and ſtrictiy 
X Subordination; excepting againſt nothing 
but Inferiority, ( which is more than 
= Subordination) and Divifion of Subſtance, 
= /uch as is between two Human Perſons 
acling ſubordinately one to the other. But 
ef this matter I had declared my Mind 
Fully, and diſtiniHly, in my Defenſe: &c. p. 
zo, and therefore wonder the more, how 
came to be ſo ſtrangely miſunderſtood by 
this Writer. If ihe Doctor will be content- 
ed with a real Subordination (admitting 
2 Inferiority, 0 Inequality of Nature) 
e and I need not differ. But If He car- 
ies the point one tittle farther, I deſire to 
Neno what Senſe or meaning He can poſſi- 
XL have in it, without making the Son of 
200d 4 Creature: Which if He does, I 
1 5 | b "7 _— 
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which may be a ſofter way of ſaring, 


been backward in ſaying this, or had He 
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hope, 1 ſhall no longer be charged with Ca- 
lumny; and that the Doctor will think © 
Himſelf obliged, not to ſay, or to inſinuate 
it only, but to prove it (i poſſible ) from 
Scripture, Reaſon, or Antiquity. There 
will be no occaſion 10 ſtand upon any ni 
of Expreſſion. We ſhall apprehend his 
meaning, if He pleaſes only to ſay plain- 
ly, that the Son is not neceſſarily-exiſting; 


that He is à precarious Being; which 1s 
another Phraſe for Creature. The Modeſt ? 
Pleader, indeed, has ſpoke out *; And 4 
certain Gentleman that calls Himſelf A 
Seeker after Truth, and pretends to be in 
Dr. Clarke's Intereſt, ſays, in the Name 
of the whole Party, that They are not 
backward to expreſs their denial of Chriſt's 
Neceſſary- exiſtence; hut that They avow- i 
edly maintain, with the moſt Antient Fa- 
thers ( that is, ſo far as He knows any 7 
thing of the Fathers) that the Son is not 
neceſſarily- exiſting f. Had Dr Clarke not 
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avowedly aud plainly maintain d it, ii 
would have ſaved us ſome Trouble : Aud] 
muſt then have inſiſted upon it, from that 
tingle Con/ideration, that every Tuttle "oh 1 
«hat I charged Him with was juſt, and 


* Modeſt Plea, &c. 17. 217. 
T Second Letter to Dr. Mangey. p. 27. 


undeniable; | 1 
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undeniable. He does, indeed, drop ſumet hing 
very like it, (Reply p. 230, 231.) But if 
That be really bis meaning (which bowever I 
charge Him not with) And if his Propafitt- 

ons are to be interpreted accordingly ; this 

Author does very ill in pretending that I 
Have not attempted to refute the Doctor's 
principal Propoſit ions, when my whole Book 

= :s directly levell d againſt T hat very Tenet , 
= andis (if I do not too much flatter my ſelf) 
4 full Confutation of the Doctors prin- 
cipal Propoſitions, ſuppoſiug He meant ne- 
ceſſarily-exiſtent by Self- exiſtent. I was 
once of Opinion (but let it paſs for Con- 
jecture only) that the Doctor, having 4 
mind to introduce the Arian Hereſy, 
thought to do it obliquely; not by calling 
the Son & Creature, which is groſs, but 
by denying his Neceſlary-exiſtence®, which 
comes to the ſame Thing: And yet This 
was to be done covertly, under the Name 
of Self- exiſtence; a Word with two Faces, 
one to oblige Friends, the other to keep off 
Adverſaries. But This may be my Fancy 
only. One Thing, however, I muſt obſerve, 


This very Artifice was made uſe of by the Antient Arians, who 
being aſhamed to call the Son @ Creature, contrived to ſay the 
ſame Thing, in other Words, by denying his neceſſary-exiſtence. 
Das & dtheroras TETur 1 morvxi an» muvence; n A - 
berTe; int T6 Aryer rv¹⁰jes 1g NN wes, © oo w hiv gern 6 
760 O80 Ay», EAMG Tov i 1496 A &UToOv abet, 84⁴ 
ame axvcanrt tre, wee Athanal. Orat. 3. p. 610. 
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that, if the Doctor has any deſign a- 
gainſt the Neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son; 
He has not ſo much as one fingle Text of 
Scripture to help Him in it. He muſt be 
obliged to the Fathers, (whoſe verdict, ne- 
vertheleſs, He will not ſtand to) even for 
ſo much as a Colour zo his pretences ; 


as appears by his 17th Propoſition, which 


ſtands only on the Authority of Fathers; 
tho it is the moſt to his purpoſe of any that 
He has, and ſeems to come the neareſt to the 
Point in Queſtion. It will not be diſſicult to 
diſable Him from doing any thing with the 
Fathers: I have, in a great meaſure, obui- 


- ated his pretences, that way in my Defenſe 
of Query the Eighth. It will be eaſy to ſhow 
that none of the Fathers looked upon G 
the Son as a precarious Being, but aſſerted 
his Neceſſary-cxiſtence. This is certain and 
manifeſt even of thoſe very Fathers e 
ſpeak of a voluntary Generation. We are 
not indeed to expett the Word Neceſſary- 


exiſtence (4 School - Term, and none of 


the moſt proper) but the Thing de Hal! 
find, in other words, fully and clearly aſ- 
ſerted. This Writer tells me (p. 15.) that 
J have not been able to produce one ſingle * 
paſſage out of any one Ante-Nicene Father, 


8 


wherejn the Jon is affirmed to have emaned, 


or been emitted by Neceſſity of Nature. 


He might have ſaid likewiſe, that 1 could ® 
| | not 
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not produce any one Poſt - nicene Father 
affirming the Son to have emaned, or been 
emitted by Neceſlity of Nature: That zs, 
| They never expreſs it in thoſe Terms, 
Adu, in the Greek, and Neceſlitas, in 
the Latin, had not the ſame Senſe which 
the Word Neceſſity bears, when. we ſay 
that God exiſts by Neceſliry of Nature. It 
ſhows but ſmall acquaintance with Eceleſia- 
ſtical Language, for Dr. Clarke to under- 
ſtand by, av YAM puch, and, por LIL YXM3 
(Script. Dottr. p. 252, 253.) the ſame that 
we underſtand by Neceſlity of Nature. The 
Fathers underſtood by it outward Coaction, 
Force, or Compulſion; And what we ex- 
preſs by Neceſlity of Nature, they expreſs'd 
y the Word Nature. e.g. God is by Na- 
ture Good, He exiſts, or is God, by Na- 
ture (or, or T7," Quaw) generates 4 Son 
by Nature, and ſo on, in 2 to Ne- 
cellity, which (in their Senſe) could not 
be aſcribed to God at al*. Such as de- 
nied the Son's exiſting by Neceſlity of Na- 

* Vid. Athanaf. p. 611. Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 4. c. . p- 
540 Damaſc. de Fid. Orthod. lib. 3. cap. 14. pag. 221- 
Hilar, de Synod. pag. 1184. Baſil. Contr, Eun. 2. pag. 
$6, 57. Cyrill. Theſaur. p. 53- Auguſt. de Trin. I. 15. p 
993. Epiphan. Ancorat. n. 51. 

See ſome other References in Petavius de Trin. lib, 6. c. 8- p. 
343. As to Ante-nicene Fathers, if ſome of Them ſuppoſed the 
Generation, or ax&9tawm;, of the Son, to be properly Voluntary, 
yet all of Them ſuppoſed his Exiſtence to be neceſſary, (as we call 


% and expreſi d it in ſuch Terms as They expreſs'd the neceſſary- 
exiſtence of the Father by. 


b 3 ture, 
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1 4 
. ture would, for the ſame reaſon, have denied, © 
1 likewiſe that God Exiſts by Neceſſity of Na- 

F 4 ture. Neceſſary generation (as we call it) 

N.“ They expreſsd generally by Chrift's being 
* God by Nature, or a Jon by Nature. Upon _ 
= the whole, we may leave the Doctor either © 
1 to give up the Fathers, or to abide by their 
* Authority, juſt as He pleaſes. If He given 
6.0 Them up, He has not ont Text of Scripture 
. for his main Polition (ſappoſing it his) * 
19 That the Son is not neceſſarily- exiſtent: 1f 
He abides by the Authority of the Fathers, 

They are, when rightly underſtood, plainly 
i B) againſt Him, (as may be eaſily made appear) 
„ and can do Him no ſervice. But I return 
h to the Writer of the Pamphlet. 4 
. 4. He is pleaſed, in his Preface, to con- 
"re", demm the Method which I have taken in 
7 this Controverſy. Hut, I ſuppoſe, little re- 


gard is to be had io the Fudgment of an 
Adverſary, who will be apt to condemn i 


' ſuch a Method as he was moſt afraid of, 
and commend ſuch as might be moſt aavan- | 
20 Fagious to his own Cauſe, The Method 
% which he has chalk'd out for me is as fol- 
1 lows. Either | 4 
10 1.* To how that Dr. Clarke had miſtal- 
%. « en or miſinterpreted All, or at leaſt, the 
1 % Principal Texts of Scripture which be 
a 
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* 2. « To examine the truth of All, or the 
4 Principal of hit Propoſitions. 


) g iy 
p I have, in MHedt, done this, tho in my 
„ © own Method. But, hawever, the Gentle- 
man ſnould conſider, that many of the Do- 
r RE Hors Comments, and Propoſitions are 
5 purely wide and foreign to the Diſputes 
e XR excepting only that the more pernicious 


an Error is, ſe much the more neceſſary is 


7 it to mix à great deal of Truth with - 
g, 2, to make it go down with the Read- 
ly ers. Many more of the Doctor's Com- 
ments and Propoſitions are general, or am- 
n biguous, /ooking 1wo ways; having proper- 


Is no one meaning, becauſe no determinate 
meaning. Such being the caſe, I took the 
n = (port and plain way, which is always the 


e when a Man has 4 Cauſe be can con- 
mn fe in: And That was, to cut off Imperti- 
n nencies, and to come to the main Queſtion, 


f, laying all the ſtreſs there. Whatever I met 
2th, in the Doctor's Books, that appeared to 
d male the Son of God a Creature, or 4 
Precarious Being, or not neceſſarily ex- 
iſting (For Theſe are all the ſame, without 
any difference, more than lies in the Sylla- 
bles) 1 endeavour'd to confute ; and 1 hope, 
1 have done it. The learned Dotior may 
now open Himſelf; or he may let it alone, 
if he pleaſes: It matters not what his Te- 
| b 4 net 
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Doctrine of the ever Bleſſed Trinity. But 
enough of this. | 


| I muſt here take Notice of this Gentle- 
. man's Doctrine, about Worſhip; th it be 
rather obſcurely intimated, than plainly ex- 


. nets are, provided the true Catholick Te- * 
N nets be preſerved: and maintained. If be 
7. Had any ill meaning in his Comments or 
lik Propoſitions, I have uſed my beſt endea- 
(408 vors to prevent any ill effects it might have 
1 among ſome Readers: If he had not, I a 
NV very glad of it, and have done no more 1 
0 than enplain d his Doctrine, for Him, to an f 
. Orthodox Senſe; which he ought Himſelf | 
Wit” to have done long ago, if he really had no 
I. * deſion againſt the Catholick, Received 
2 
= 
1 


preſs d : The Innuendo-way of Writing, | | 
3 as I take it, is the Art of impoſing upon 
1 the vulgar, at the ſame time preventing, a 


a 
5 much as poſſible, the examination of the 
g Learned. All Worſhip, he fays, ſbould be 

Fl to the Glory of God the Father. p. 57 
1 who doubts it? I hope the Worſhip of the 
811 Jon, is to the Glory of God the Fa- 4 
ol: | ther: //by then does this Writer find * 

10 Fault ? Or what is it he bas a mind to 
I" ſay, and is afraid to ſpeak ont, to the 
| Glory of God the Father ? Has he 

j ſome ſecret, and reſerved meaning? So it 

5 feeins, or elſeit will be very hard to make T A 
* 0 166 
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Je vations. He diref#s us (p. 64) to Wor- 
7 ſhip uniformly the one „the Father 
2 Almighty, even our Father which is in 
be Heaven, thro' the Interceſſion of his on- 
m ly Son our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in the man- 
re ner the Scripture directs. De not all 
n XX Churches, and our Own in particular, do 
FC, it uniformly, and in the manner the Scrip- 
no ture direct? What is it then that the 
ed Writer aims at? I could perhaps point out 
ut * what it is that offends him: Is it not either 
that dire Worſhip is paid to the Son 
x at all; or that the Son is worſhip'd as 
e. FF God? But, ſure the Author is not ſo 
b 3 Raſh, or inconſiderate, as to adviſe us to 
"X- FF any ſuch dangerous innovation in Worſhip, 
uo either to leave out the Son intirely, or 
"ou not to Worſhip him as God. What could 
as 4 profeſsd Eunomian, or the rankeſt Soci- 
the nian deſire more? Can Dr. Clarke (or, 1 
be RF ſuppoſe, He ſpeaks for the Doctor and 
57 HAimſelf too) can Doctor Clarke deſire this? 
the Hie that has not yet determined either a- 
Fa- garnſt the Conſubſtantiality, or Eternity of 
find Cod the Son: He that has only a few 
te RF ſcruples about Subordination, ( owing 70 
the His miſtake of Catholick principles, and his 
he not attending to ſtrict propriety of Lan- 
oit guage) hardly in the main differing from us, 
out 8 #f this Writer's pretences be real and ſincere; 
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the pertinency, or conſiſtency of his Obſer- 


Would 
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Would He have us ungod the Jon, in our 
Practiſe, even before we ſeereaſon to alter our 
Principles? Or muſt we firike Chriſt's Divi- 
nity out of our publitk Service, before we do it 
aut of our Articles 'of Faith? It will be 
time enough for the Doctor to give this 
Advice, after he has declared plainly a- 
garnſt the Eternity, and Contubſtantiali 

of the Son; after he has not only declar'd 
againſt them, but diſproved them, which 
he can never do; after he has made it as 
clear as the Sun, that the Chriſtian World 
have been in an Error, have been Idolaters, 
from the beginning downwards to this Day. 
It is poor Pretence to ſay that we are not to 
build any practiſes, wherein the worſhip 
of God is immediately concern'd, upon 
Metaphyſical ſpeculations, not mention'd 
m Scripture p. 64. The Divinity of Chriſt 
is @ Scripture-Truth, as much as the Dt- 
vinity of the Father; and one is no more 
Metaphyſical Speculation than the Other. 
Beſides that it is ſtrangely improper, and 
abſurd to call theſe principles pure Specu- 
lacions; which are of ſo great importance 
for the regulating our Worſhip, that we 
can neither omit to worſhip Chriſt, if they 
are irue, without the greateſt Impiety; nor 
perform it, af they are falſe, without being 
guilty of Idolatry. In fhort, there is no 
Senſe m what this Writer here ſays, but 
upon 
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upon the ſuppoſition that Chriſt is really a 
Cy z and that the diſpute only were 
whether a Creature might, in any forced, im- 


proper Senſe, be ſaid to be Eternal; or Gon- 


> ſubſtantial which indeed would bt both 
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4 fruitleſ and an impertinent Speculati- 
—— up the whole Point in de- 
hate. But it is farther pretended (p. 65.) 
that we ſhould confine our ſelves to the 
clear and uncontroverted expreſſions of 
Scripture, concerning Them (the Son and 
Holy Spirit) and the Honour due unto 
Them, and this is undoubtedly, upon all 
poſſible Hypotheſes, right and ſufficient 
in practiſe. But let this Writer tell us, 
whether, in his opinion, every thing contro- 
verted zs to be ſet aſide, or only what is 
juſtly controverted. The former would come 


RF Properly enough from a Deiſt, who will make 


dcripture it ſelf aconttoverted Point; and 
an Atheiſt would ftill go farther. Let this 
Gentleman ſhow that the Divinity, or di- 
rect worſhip of Chriſt is juſtly contro- 
verted: Till he has done this, he has ſaid 
nothing. It is ridiculous to tell us (if 
That be his meaning) that to worſhip the 
Father only, leaving out the Son and Holy- 
Ghoſt, zs ſufficient, upon all poſſible Hy- 
potheſes; when upon rhe Hypotheſis that 
All the three Perſons are one God, ( which 


1s ſomething more than an Hypotheſis) na one 


RE 
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of the Perſons can be intirely omitted without 
manifeſt Iniquity and Impiety. It is in vain 
to think of any Expedients in this affair, 


while our Doctrine ſtands unconfuted. 


There's no Room left ſo much as for a 
Neutrality, in the preſent Cafe. For 1 
will be bold to ſay, and bound to make it 
good, that, all circumſtances conſidered, there 


can be no Keaſons ſufficient to make a Man 


Neuter in this point, but what would be ſuf- 
ficient to determine him on the oppoſite ſide. 

fall here take leave of this Wri- 
ter, having occaſionally remark'd upon 
ſame paſſages of his, by way of Note to my 
Sermons; and defigning, God willing, to 
conſider every thing material (if I have 
here omitted any thing) hereafter; when I 
am favoured with a Large and Particular 
Anfwer to my Defenſe of ſome Queries. 

There is another Writer who, in a Lix- 
penny Pamphlet, has drawn his Pen againſt 


me. It is Entituled; The Unity of God 


not inconſiſtent with the Divinity of Chriſt: 
(nominal Divinity he means) being Re- 
marks on the Paſſages in Dr. Waterland's 
Vindication &c. relating to the Unity of 

God, and to the Object of Worſhip. 
The Author is a grave, ſober Writer ; and 
mngenuouſly ſpeaks his Mind, without any 
doublings or diſguiſes. It is a Satisfattion to 
eny Man, who has no concern for any thing 
but 
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but Truth, to have ſuch an. Adverſary to 
deal with; for then it is ſoon ſeen what 
wwe have to do. Much Time, much Trouble, 


; nuch wrangling is ſaved: We preſent- 


ly enter into the merits of the Cauſe, for 
the Eaſe and Benefit of the Reader. This 
Writer takes the Arian Hypotheſis: For 
He ſuppoſes the Son to have been a diſtinct 
Spirit; ( p. 7.) to have been God's inſtru- 


ment in the Creation; (p. 26.) not to be 


True God ; (p. 340 10 have been Ignorant of 
the day of Fudgment, conſider'd in his high- 
eſt capacity, i. e. as the ſecond Perſon of 
the Trinity. ( p. 8.) Having ſeen His drift 
and deſign, let us next examine his Perfor- 
mance. He does not undertake to ſhow that 
the Received Doctrine cannot be true; or 
that his own (1. e. the Arian) muſt be 
true; one of which I might reaſonably have 
expected of him, ſince he pretends to have 
drawn up an Anſwer to the main parts of 
my Vindication & c. But He is content to 


ſpow ( ſo far as He is able) that his Do- 


t/rine may be true, notwithſtanding one or 
two Arguments which I have made uſe of 
againſt it. In a Word, He undertakes to 
prove that ſome of my Arguments againſt 
Arianiſm are nat concluſiue. With what 
ſucceſs, I come now to ſhow ; after taking 
notice to the Reader, that, ſuppoſing He 
had really done what He intended, it does 

N not 
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not follow that the Arian Doctrine muſt 
be true, nor that there are not Arguments 
enough to prove it cannot be true; but only 
that 1 have uſed an Argument or tuo, 
which alone are not ſufficient for my pur- 
poſe. One conſiderable Objection againſt the 
Arian Scheme, is, that it ſtands in oppoſs- 
tion tothe Firſt and great Commandment z 
introducing two Gods, and two Objects 
of Worſhip; not only againſt Scripture, 
but alſo againſt the unanimous Senſe of the 
Chriſtian Church, from the Beginning, and 
of the ſewiſh- Church before; which toge- 
ther are the ſafeſt and beſt comment we can 
have upon Scripture. This is one conſide- 
rable Objeftion, among many, againſt Aria- 
niſm; and is what this Writer has under- 
took to anſwer. He applies Himſelf par- 


ticularly to the Engliſh and unlearned 3 
Reader (p. 4.) whom he hopes to ſatisfy; the 
rather, I ſuppoſe, becauſe the Argument it 
learned, and muſt loſe much of its force and 
ſtrength, 07 our ſide, hen ſtrip d of it's 44. 1 
ditional Advantages from Hiſtory, and An- 


tiquity: Beſides that the unlearned Reader, 
(eſpecially in this Controverſy) may be eaſily 
impoſed upon by little Turns, and Fallacies; 


ſuch as have been tried, and examined, and © 


deſpiſed, long ago, by Thoſe that have 
been thoroughly read and converſant in 
rheſe matters. Bui to proceed to what 1 


deſign 
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defion, by way of Remark upon this Wri- 
rer, and his Performance: The Sum of 
what He pretends to, is contain'd in the 
following particulars. 

1. That we have no ſufficient grounds 
for charging the Arian Doctrine with the 
Belief or Worſhip of two Gods. 228 

2. Nor for our own Doctrine that Fa- 
ther and Son are one God. 

3. That we have no certain warrant for 
appropriating every kind, and Degree of Re- 
ligious Worſhip to God alone. 

4. That Mediatorial Worſhip may be due 
to Chriſt, ths" not True God, or Supreme 
God. 

5. That Dr. Waterland has, in effect, 
given up the main of what the Arians 
contend for. 

Theſe ſeveral particulars (containing 
his ſenſe, tho, for brevity and perſpicuity, ex- 
preſs d in my own words) muſt be examin'd 
in their Order. | 

1. He pretends, firſt, that we have no 
ſufficient grounds for charging the Arian 
Doctrine with the Belief, or Worſhip of two 
Gods. He has a particular Fancy of his 
own, that the Phraſe two Gods, ſignifies 
two Supreme Independent Gods. p. 32. 
And that a Supreme God and a Subordi- 
nate God are not two Gods. p. 34. 1 
Hall, firſt, examine his Reaſons for This; 
and 
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and, next, endeavor to convince Him that 
it is neither true in it ſelf, nor would an- 
ſwer his purpoſe, if it really were true. 

He obſerves, from Matt. 6. 24. that two 
Maſters do not There mean a Supreme and 
4 Subordinate Maſter, but two Coordi- 
nate, or Independent Maſters. p. 32. He 
could not have pitch'd upon an Inſtance 
leſs to his purpoſe. It may appear ſome- 
what harſh to put God and Mammon /o 
much upon the level, as to ſuppoſe them 
two Coordinate, or Independent Maſters : 
But, waving That, it is very plain that 
the Text is meant of two oppoſite, or diſ- 
agreeing Maſters, whether Coordinate or 
Subordinate. If 7wo Coordinate Maſters 
agreed perfectly together, it would be as eaſy 


to ſerve Both, as One. If this Text be any 


rule for the common way of ſpeaking, two 
Coordinate, or Independent Maſters, (pro- 
vided T hey were but wiſe enough, and good 
enough to agree conſtantly in every Thing) 
could not be juſtly called two Maſters, The 
Trinitarian Tritheiſts, f there be any 
ſuch, will, I ſuppoſe, be very thankful to 
our Author for this diſcovery. Upon the 
hardeſt Suppoſition that can be made, the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, upon theſe Prin- 
ciples, will ſtand perfeftly clear of Tri- 
theiſm: Jo that if the Author has any 


 xway ſerved his own Cauſe, He has at the 


| ſame 
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I ſame time, been extremely kind to his Ad- 
FT -erſaries. But what hinders this Text 
from being at all Serviceable either to One 
Sr the Other, is, that the Expreſſion Here, 
; 5:. Matthew, is ſometuhat particular 
ud unuſual, and can by no means be made 
KL ule of Speech, againſt the more gene- 
al and current Uſe of Language. 

This Writer endeavours, next, to find 
me Inſtances of a Soveraign and a Sub- 
ordinate King, which together were not, or 
are not, two Kings. He im/tances in David 
and Solomon; who were not, that I know 
%, Each of them a King at the ſame time. 
He proceeds farther to the Inſtance of Pha- 
Fraoh and Joleph ; that is, of a King and 
no King: And he inſtances in a King of 
Great Britain and 4a Lord Lieutenant of 

Ireland; that is, again, a King and no 

King: /o hard a matter is it any where 
to meet with Two that are Kings, and yet 
are not two Kings. 

Hie obſerves, next, that one Saviour, 
one Maſter, one Potentate, one Father, 
one Lord, one Shepherd &c. /iznify one 
Supreme Saviour, Potentate, Maſter &c. 
and ſo, two Gods muſt neceſſarily ſignify 
two Supreme Gods. p. 33. But, for any 
thing he knows, one Saviour, one Maſters 
one Potentate &c. may as well ſignify one 
Heavenly, er ene Adorable, or one Neceſ- 
| | © farily 
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farily-exiſtent Saviour, Maſter, Potentate, 
Sc. One, in ſome diſtinguiſhing, emphatical 
Senſe, whatever it be; yet not excluding 
what eſſentially belongs to That One. Our 
Bleſſed Lord, is one Lord (1Cor.8.6.) and 
yet I hardly believe our Author will conſtrue Þ 
it one Supreme Lord, or one Lord in the 
higheſt Senſe. He is alſo our Saviour, em. 
phatically and eminently ſo ſiiled; yet this 
IVriter will not from thence conclude that 2 
He is Supreme Saviour, and all wr 
( ſuppoſe the Father Himſelf,) Subordinate i 
10 Him. This Author therefore has talen 
a very uncertain and fallible Rule for the 
interpreting of Emphatical Appellations 3 
Befides that if one God ſignifies one Su. 
preme God; then, ſince all but the Su- 3 
preme (God are excluded from being Gods 
in any religious Senſe, the Conſequence in 
that an inferior God is no God; not that 
a Supreme and an inferior God, (were they 
really Each of them a God) are not two God. 
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This Gentleman then, wwe ſee, is very far 


from proving his Point. We may, in tht 
next flace, conſider, hethe be not ca. 
pable of a clear Confutation. 4 

I had before argued that One God, al 
Another God make two Gods, or elſe ont 
of them is no God, contrary to the 7 
poſition: which reaſoning is ſo plain aud 
Alrong, that 1 thought it might be 1 ö 


3 
7 
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ed with the meaneſt Reader. But this ſe- 


tious Gentleman, (I know not why, ex- 


cept it be that he is not uſed to conſider 


| © his Controverſy) ſuſpets it all to be 


Banter. (p. 36.) 1 will offer one Argument 
more, which perhaps may take with him. 
The Pagans, tho' they profeſſed generally 
(as is well known tothe Learned) one only 
Supreme God, /ooking upon all the reſt as 
ſubordinate Miniſters of the one Supreme, 
yet ſtand charged with Polytheiſm by the 
Jews, by the Antient Chriſtians, by the 
common Conſent of Mankind. Thus Jupi- 
ter and Mercury (tho' one was ſuppoſed a 
ſubordinate Miniſter of the other) were, by 
the Lycaonians, ſpoken of in the plural num- 
ber, as Gods; that is, Two Gods: Acts 14. 
11,12. And this has been the common way 
of ſpeaking, in all Writers I have met with, 

Jacred or Profane, Antient or Modern. 
But what if the cuſtomary uſage of Lan- 
guage had been otherwiſe , does this Wri- 
ter imagine that the diſpute is only about 4 
Name? If the changing of a Name would 
ſet all right, I ds not know any Man of 
Senſe that would contend about ſuch à Tri- 
fie. To extricate this Matter; Polytheiſm 
may be conſider d, either in a ſtricter, or a 
larger Senſe: It may either ſigniſy the Be- 
lief of more Gods than one, in the proper 
Senſe of Neceflarily-exiſting, Supreme &ce 
Ee 2 (in 
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(in which Senſe there have been few, very © 
few Polytheiſts; the Pagans themſelves, 
generally, were not Polytheiſts in this Senſe) * 
Or it may ſignify the receiving more Gods © 


than one, in reſpect of Religious Wor- 
ſhip, whatever opinion of thoſe Gods they 
may otherwiſe have. It is this kind of 
Polytheiſm which the firſt Commandment 
has chiefly reſpect to: And it is the ſame * 
that Pagans, Arians, and Socinians ſtand 
juſtly charged with. Should any Man al. 
ter the Name, the Thing would be the 
fame ſtill. For, ſuppoſe we ſhould not call 
zt Polytheiſm, it would not appear at all 
the better, under the name of Idolatry; which i 
it really is, as well as Polytheiſm. I muſt s 
obſerve farther, that tho the Arians or So- 
cinians, or other ſuch Polytheiſts, do not 
believe in two Supreme Gods, and ſo, in 
That reſpect, are not Speculative Tritheiſts, 
or Dicheiſts; yer by paying Worſhip, re- 
ligious Worſhip, (the incommunicable Ho- 
nour due to the Supreme God only) to two 
Gods, they do by Conſtruction and Impli- 
cation, tho not in Intention, make two ſu- i 
reme Gods; and conſequently are practi- 
cal Ditheiſts, at leaſt, even in the higheſt 
and ſiritteſt Senſe of Ditheiſm. — Thus 
much may ſuffice for the firſt Particular. 
This Author has not clear'd the Arian 
Doctrine from the Charge of receiving two 
Gods: 
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Gods: Nor, if be had, would his Cauſe 
be at all the better by changing the Name 
from Polytheiſm, or Ditheiſm, to That of 
Idolatry. Not to mention that, upon his 
Principles, it is the eaſieſt thing in the 
Morid for the Catholicks, admitting a Sub- 
ordination of Order, to get perfectly clear 
of Tritheiſm, which is the grand Objecti- 
on *: Beſides that, in his way of explain- 
ing the excluſive Terms, the Catholicks 
will eaſily Anſwer every Text he can bring 
to prove the Father only to be the true 
God: For it is only ſaying that he is ſo 
emphatically, or unoriginately, and the 
Son may be true God, and neceſſarily- 
= <cxiſting, notwithſtanding: So that if this 
Writer has at all weaken'd One of our Ar- 
= 2uments againſt the Arians, He has, at the 
ſame time, very kindly cut the ſmews of All, 


or however of the moſt conſiderable * 
| ments of the Arians againſt Us; and ſo 


has really diſſerved his own Cauſe, more 
than he has ſerved it. 


0 1 | : : 

1. 2. The ſecond Particular which 1 propoſe 

. t Examines his Pretencethat we have not 

4 2 * Fuſt, and Wiſe is the Refletlion of a Fudicious Father on 
i Head, in the following Words, Murs _— Tei 2% 277 
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now to ſee bow he has performed. 


Azain, God only is Holy, a Biſhop muſt i 
be Holy; and yet God and a Biſhop are | 


goes on, in the ſimplicity of his Heart, | I q 
with the like Inſtances to the number fi 
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ſufficient grounds to conclude that Father 
and Son are one God. He does not un- 
dertake to Examine or Confute All we have 
70 urge upon that Head: But ſo much only 


ar we urge by way of Proof * of Chriſt's Di. 
vinity. Ve are uſed to plead thus: The Fa- 


ther is God, and the Son God, and yet 


God is one: Therefore F ather and Son 


are one God. This is the Argument, (thi 


rather too briefly expreſs d) which he labours 


to Confute for many pages together. We are 


He obſerves that God is the only Savi- I f ö 
our, Othniel alſo 4 Saviour; and yet God 2 
and Othniel are not one Saviour. (p. 1 76 » 


not one Holy Being. (p. 19.) God only is | 3 
Maſter, ſome men are Maſters, and yet . 
God and an Earthly Maſter are not one | 3 
Maſter. Theſe things he delivers ſerioul: | 3 . 
ly, without the leaſt air of Banter; and I $ 


Twenty-eight, as he obſerves. (p. 30.) 1 
am very willing to take his word without | 1 
counting them; nay, and to add two or 


N. B. Every Argument which proves Chriſt to be God in 
che ſtrict Senſe, proves Him te be the one God, ſince God is one. 
But in That way Chriſt's Divinity is preſuppoſed; and his being 
the one God inferr'd afterwards. The Argument from Worſhip | 
proceeds differently, proving Chriſt to be God in the ſtrict Seals, 4 


becauſe He is the One rug Adprable Gog, Th 
ee 


r BL 


x 
ny 
— 
= 
1 
4 
g 
'Z 
9 
4 
7 
A 7 
1 
4 
* 
= 


The PRE F A CE. xXXix 
three more to the Number, For, God is 


1 3 one, and Moſes was God; and yet God 
and Moſes were not one God. God is 


Ve 
ly Mone, and the Devil is God; (2 Cor. 4 4.) 
i- d yet God and the Devil are not one 


eing. Angels are Gods, and Magiſtrates 
Gods ; and yet God with his Angels, or 
8-1:4 Magiſtrates, does not make one Being. 
is is /o plain, that even the Trinitari- 
ans, (ind as the are thought) both ſee, 
and confeſs it: which bad the Author 
considered, he might have ſaved Himſelf 
me Trouble, and as much waſte of Time. 
ie ſhort of the Caſe is This: Tho there 
ee Gods many, and Lords many, yet there 
is but one God and Lord to be honoured 


4 . coith Reli gious Worſhip: Now, Chriſt is 
i; G and Lord, in ſuch a Senſe, as to be 


= Honour'd with Religious Worſhip ; there- 
re Chriſt is the one God. The Premi- 
{. % 1 have proved in my Defenſe, Qu. 16, 17. 
be Concluſion makes it ſelf. This is the 
X Catholick Argument, which I leave the 
= Gentleman once more to exerciſe his Thoughts 
pon; deſiring him, particularly, to anſwer 
ny Reaſons againſt any Infertor or Subor- 
dinate, but Adorable Gods. I eaſily per- 
ceive now, why he did not underſtand 4 
Plain Queſtion which I ask'd: Where did 
the Scripture give any Intimation of two 
true Gods? See what be ſays to it, 

! 9 + 2.37. 


God; — Adorable Gods than one, are, 
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(p. 34) I know but one God that js i 
be Worſhip'd ; That one God is the true 


by neceſſ ary Conſtruction and Implication 
more true Gods. 

. The third Particular which this Wri- 
ter 116 ;/ts upon (in Senſe, I mean, not in 
Terms) is, that we have no ſufficient Mar. 
rant for appropriating all łinds and degrees 
of Religious, or Divine Worſhip, to the 3 
true God only. Here indeed lies the very I 3 
Pinch of the Argument. For, if all Reli- 
gious Worſhip be not . to the 
one true God, the Arians (/ far as I% 
apprehend) are not juſtly chargeable with 
Idolatry, or Polytheiſm, for Morſpipping | 
Creature ; neither is our Argument fon 
Worſhip alone ſufficient to prove that Fa. 
ther and Son are one God. I have, (in mi 3 
Defenſe Qu. 16.) ſhown at large, that all 
Acts of Religious /orſhip are, in Scripture, L 
appropriated tothe one true God, in oppoſiti- i 
on to Creature-Worſhip. I have to 1 43 
ture added the concurring Sentiments of the 
primitive Chriſtians. I might have add 1 
the Sentiments likewiſe of the Antient and 
Later Jews, to the ſame purpoſe ; which, 
however, the Reader may find collected in 
Dr. Cudworth*. This Argument has | 
been learnedly and accurately handled 0 | 
many great Men, (particularly by Bp. Soy] J 
* Cudworth Intellect. Syſt. p. 455. Ce. I - 
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lingfleet) againſt the Papiſts. As the 
Point is f great concernment, ſo the Evi- 

© dence appears every way anſwerable to it. 
n, A Greater or ſtronger Proofs cannot be ex- 
edted, or reaſonably deſired, in a Thing of 
bis Nature, than expreſs Scripture, con- 
un rm d by the concurring Sentiments both of 
be Jews before Chriſtianity, and the Chri- 
ces tian Church from the Beginning; not to 
the mention what may be farther pleaded from 
ery 8 the Nature and Reaſon of the Thing it 
eli- 8 /elf. This Writer, on the other Hand, has 
the little or nothing of weight to oppoſe to ſuch 
Ia Cloud of Witneſſes. He does indeed gi ue 
ith us his own Sentiments, or rather Wiſhes: 
For if you ast for Proof, He has none. He 
on firſt falls to Conjecture (p. 39.) how He 
La. thinks this Matter of Worſhip might 
my fand: That is, ſuppoſing He had had the 


4 Direction of an Affair, which an all-wiſe 
ire, Cod has took into his own Hands. He 
ſſti- telle us how it might be reaſonable (that 
rip- 7s, ſuppoſing He is wile enough to dicilate 
the to God) to ast Pardon of Chriſt, or any 


ded other Bleſſings, and to thank Him for 
and Them, upon his Hypotheſis, z. e. ſuppoſing 
ich, © - hriſt t — No — than a Creature. All 
in 8 11s is only gueſſing, preſumptuous gue ſſing. 
has P. 52. He E Ys — 2 "dad — 

concerning Worſhip, in theſe three Parti- 
culars: 1. That all our Worſhip terminate 
| upon 
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upon the one ſupreme God. 2. That it be 
not offer d to other Gods; any farther than 


our worſhipping of Them, ts really a worſhip- 
ping of Him, as redounding. to his Glory. 


z. That it be not offer d to other Gods 


(That is his Senſe) any farther than the 


ſupreme God has commanded. 


1. As to the firſt Rule, it is groundleſs, 
and inſignificant. Groundleſs, becauſe He 
can produce no Scripture-proof of it. We 


can eaſily ſhow that God alone is to be. | 


worſhip d: Where is it ſaid that all Wor- 


ip, whether offered to God or Creatures, 
muſt terminate #pon God? Hepleads (p. 51) 


that the Prieſts ſerve the T abernacle ( Heb. 
13. 10.) which Service of theirs terminated 
upon God. But let Him ſhow that Serving 
There bears ſuch a Senſe, as when we are 


ſaid to ſerve God, or that the Prieſts wor- 


ſhip'd he Tabernacle, and then the In- 


Stance may appear more to the purpoſe. He 
pleads farther, that, tho we are to ſerve 


God only, yet we. are allowed to ſerve 
Others alſo, (p.51.) Therefore, I ſuppoſe, 
tho we are to worſhip God only, yet we 
may be allowed to worſhip Others alſo. 
But when we are orderd to ſerve God 
only; religious Service, not every kind of 
Service, is intended; which religious Ser- 
vice is not to be paid to Creatures, Row, 

1. 25. 
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1.25. not to Thoſe that by Nature are no 
Gods, Gal. 4.8. Having ſhown then that 
this firſt Rule of our Author's, is ground- 
© leſs; I muſt next obſerve, that it is trifling 
and inſignificant. The very Papiſts and 
Pagans, in their groſſeſt Idolatry, or Image- 
Worſhip, keep up to this Rule. They ter- 
i minate, az leaſt intentionally, all their Mor- 
4 | ſhip upon the one ſupreme God. 
IF 2. This Gentleman's ſecond Rule for 
Worſhip, is, that it muſt not be offered to 
other Gods, any farther than our worſhip- 
ping of Them, is really worſhipping of the 
ſupreme God, as redounding to his Glory. 
X But who can aſſure us that any Morſpip of 
the Creature, is really worſhipping of God; 
or that it does, or can Kr to God's 
Glory? Are we better Fudges of what is 
properly the worſhipping of God, or of 
what is moſt for his Glory, than God Him- 
ſelf is? If this Gentleman can prove that 
any Creature-worſhip is really the wor- 
ſhipping of God, or that it redounds to 
God's Glory, He will then do ſomething. 
mention not, that both Popiſh and Pagan 
Idolaters pretend, that all their worſhip is 
really the worſhipping of the one ſupreme 
God, and redounds to his Glory. But Di- 
vine Wiſdom ſeems to have fix d the Aﬀair 
of Worſhip upon quite another Foot, as 
it were on purpoſe to cut off all fuch Pre- 
| : Fences 
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tences of Men, wiſe in their own Con- 


8 
3. The laſt Rule laid down by This Wri- 


= is, that Worſhip be not offer d to o- 


bas commanded. This is a ſafe and 4 
good Rule; and I wiſh that This Gentle. | 
many and ſuch others, would abide by it. 
It is evident from the whole Tenour | 
Scripture, that God has not only not com- 
manded, but abſolutely prohibited, all R 


Creature-worſhip; and laid it down as 4 3 
fundamental Kalt that God alone is to be 2 ; 
worſhip'd, becauſe He is God, in oppoſition 3 

10 Al that do not ſtand poſſe e of thoſe 3 


Excellencies and Perfections which belong 
io God, If therefore this Rule be good, | 7 


as it certainly is, all Creature-worſhip, 4s 1 


for ever precluded by it. I proceed to, 


4. A fourth Particular maintain d 5 q 


this Writer, viz. That Mediatorial Mor. I 
1p may belong to Chriſt, tho not true God, 
or ſupreme God. But He has not proved 3 
that there is any ſuch Thing as mediato- 
rial Worſhip, diſtint? from divine. If Chriſt 3 
our Mediator is worſhip d, it is becauſe Heis 
God as well as Man, à divine Mediator. 
This Writer cannot prove that Chriſt's me- 
diatorial Office is the Ground and Founda- 
tion of the Worſhip which we are com. 
manded ta pay Him: But it may, on the 
con- 


P 
1% 
» 
\ 


4 
OY 8 

= » * 
1 
* " * ST _— > * 2 
1 "Ws . 


The PRE F A CE. xly 


WV contrary, be proved that it is not. As to 
dat He pretends from Joh. 5. 22, 23. 1 
refer the Reader to my Detenſe of Query 

orb, which this Gentleman ſhould have 

Wn/werd, inſtead of repeating an old Ob- 
&-27/on. As to Phil. 2.9, 10, 11. I refer to 
„ Fifth Sermon; and to my Defenſe of 
Query XVIII. (p. 275, &c.) where I ſhow 
hat theſe and the like Pretences are calcu- 
- ated only for the Socinian Hypotheſis z and 
come very abſurdly from the Pen of an 
4 Arian. As to Rev. 1. 5,6. and Rev. 5. 12. 
refer to my Defenſe, p. 276, 277. 
mn Which this Gentleman has attempted to 
ſe ¶ anſfwer, in part, but has not done it. I 
7 ad ſaid, “that the Eſſential Dignity of 
„ cChriſts Perſon is really the Ground and 
i Foundation of Honour and Eſteem, (and 
„ conſequently of Worſhip, the higheſt 
« Expreſſion of Both) which ought al- 
« ways to bear proportion to the intrinſick 
« Excellency of the Obfect, ( Defenſe, 
p. 277.) To this He replies, c that if we 
(tate Worſhip to fignify Prayer and 
F< Thankſgiving, then my Aſſertion zs 
(„ plainly falſe: for the Eſſential Dignity 
„„ Chriſt's Perſon is not the ground on 
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he 


e- << which his Title to Prayer and Thankſ- 
a- giving zs founded. To which I rejoin, 


I that Prayer and Thankſgiving, conſidered 
8 merely under the notion of asking a Favor, 
| or 
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or giving Thanks for it (as this Gentlez 1 
man ſeems to underſtand them) do not ſup- 
poſe any divine Excellency in the Perſon 
We ask of, or give Thanks to: For, we max 
ask a favor of a Man, or an Angel, preſent Þ 
with us, and give Thanks to them for 
what They have done. But Prayer and 
Thankſgiving, in the religious Senſe, con- 
ſidered as Acts of Worſhip, ſuppoſe divine 
Excellency in the Object we addreſs to, 
God having commanded all Worſhip, pro- 
perly ſuch, to be paid to God alone, making 
it thereby incommunicable to any Crea- 
ture. In a word then, Prayer and Thanki. 
giving, under one Conſideration, are founded 
in Kindneſſes to be received, or already re. 
cerved: but conſidered as parts of Religi- 


© a 
< 
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ous Worſhip, they carry in Them the ſam: 


= 
4 


Significancy which Sacrifice or any other 
T8 Inſtance of religious Worſhip does; are out. 
0 ward Marks and Expreſſions of that Ho- 
7 nour which belongs to God only, and ar: 
therefore founded in the Eſſential Dignity 


00 of the Perſon to whom this Honour i 
* paid. This Writer obſerves juſtly enough 
Nl (p- 43.) © that there would be no Oblige 
ih c tion either to Prayer or Thankſgiving 
100 « if God did not exerciſe a Providenc ® 
bh « over the World; and from thence H:. 
1 « infers (p. 44.) that God's Governmen 
: 0 « of the Morld is the Foundation of th 
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« kind of Worſhip. This may be true, 
in à certain Senſe, and very conſiſtent with 
what I had ſaid, according as Prayer and 
Thankſgiving may be taken under different 
Conceptions. I conſider d Them under ſuch 
preciſe Formality, as Expreſſions, or Marks 
of Honour: And that my reaſoning was 
juſt, is capable of being proved, even with 
the Evidence of Demonſtration. I ſpall 
make it out diſtinctly, ſtep by ſtep, as fol- 
lows. There is no reaſon why I ſhould 
eſteem, or think, any thing thus or thus Ex- 
cellent, but becauſe it really is ſo; There- 


fore the intrinſick Excellency of the Thing 


ig the ſole Foundation of all juſt Value 
or Eſteem. Inward Honour zs a mental 


f C acknowledgment of that Eſteem which J 


have of, or bear towards, the Thing ſo 
eſteem'd, and conſequently reſts upon the 
ſame Foundation: Worſhip, conſider d as 
an outward Expreſſion, or Mark of That 
Honour ( as it muſt be conſidered when once 
appropriated zo the One only greateſt and 
moſt Excellent Being *) reſts upon the ſame 


I ſhall endeavor te illuſtrate this Matter, for the ſake of 
Common Readers, We read in Daniel (c. 6.) of a Law made, 
that no Petition ſhould be offered to any one, for Thirty Days, 
ſave to the King only, under pain of High Treaſon. By that 
Law, Petitions, for ſuch a Time, were appropriated to the 
Crown , became Enſigns of Royal Dignity and Majeſly, and 
Acknowledgments of Soveraignty in the Perſon to whom They 
ſoould be offered. Should any Subject, for that Time, have 
made a Petition 1e any but the King, and have pleaded that. 
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Foundation 7hat the Honour does: Prayer 
and Thankſgiving, conſidered as parts of 
religious Worſhip, (and conſequently as 
Marks and Expreſſions of that higheſt 
Honour, which ts i. 9. to the great- 
eſt and beſt of Beings) has the ſame —— 
dation which all Worſhip has; that is, 
which Honour has; that is, which Eſteem 


has; that is, the intrinſick Excellency of 


the Object: Which was to be proved. 
There is no anſwering This, but either by 
denying Prayer and Thankſgiving to be 


parts of religious Worſhip; or by ſhowing 
that all Worlhip is not — x 


God. Thus far I have proceeded in obſerv- 
ing, that This Writer has not been able to 
make good his Poſition, that the worſhip of 
Chriſt is founded on his mediatorial Office. 
The contrary may be proved from two plain 
Reaſons. 


the Perſon to whom He made it, was capable of obliging Him 
and upon That Foundation (the ſole Foundation of all Peti- 
tions) He had petition'd Him; He would preſently have been 
told. that the receiving a Petition was 4 privilege of the 
Crown, and went along with the Throne ; that there could 
not now be any legal Foundation for it, but the Royalty of the 
Perſon to whom it ſhould be offerd. Now, put for Royalty, 
Divine Perfections; and for Petitions, religious Prayer and 
Thankſgiving; which are appropriated, not for Thirty Days, 
but for ever, to God; and it will appear, that the only lawfu! 


Foundation of rel'gious Prayer and Thankſgiving, conſider d a+ i 


_ of Worſhip, is the Divinity, i. e. the intrinſick Excel- 
ency of the Object. 
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1. That the only Scriptural Foundation 
any religious Worſhip, is the Divinity 
Vibe Perſon to be adored, in oppoſition to 
X// Creature-worthip; as J have formerly 
Voved in my Defenſe, &c Qu. 16. And it 
worth obſerving how naturally, and how 
a this falls in with the Commands 70 
$&--7/4ip Chriſt; /ince the ſame Scriptures, 
hich declare Him to be adorable, deſcribe 
im alſo as God; and, together with the 
ame, aſcribe to Him likewiſe thoſe di- 
ine Perfections which make up and form 
Idea /jpnified by ſo auguſt and vener- 
ele a Name. 
2. That the mediatorial Office will ceaſe 
the Day of Fudement, and therefore 
nnot be the Foundation of that Worſhip 
$--:ch will continue beyond it; even for 
ver and ever, as Chriſt's Worſhip will. 
ee Rom. 9. 5. Heb. 13. 21. 1 Pct. 4. 11. 
pet 3.18. Rev. 1. 5, 6. — 5.12, 13, | 
I This Gentleman demands of me a plain Scri- 
eure Text, where it is ſaid that Chriſt is 
IJ be worſhip'd as being God, equal to the 
Father. But to this I anſwer, that Scripture 


ypoſes Men to have common Senſe; and 
Verefore when Scripture has laid down 
ne only Rule and Foundation of Yorſhip, 
8:4 it appears from the ſame Scripture 
at Chriſt is to be worſhip'd; there is no 
I eed of any thing i the reſt * 
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of Courſe. Beſides, that tho Scripture has 
not in expreſs Terms ſaia, that He is t 
be worſhip'd on that particular Account; 
yet, ſince Scripture has aſſerted the Equa. 


N 


lity of the Son to the Father, in more 2 
places than one, and his Right to Worſhip 4 
too; a very little Logick will ſuffice to ſhow i 
what Relation theſe Two Things muſt hau: 
to each other. 1 
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5. A fifth Particular maintain'd by th. 
Writer, tho it concerns my Self more tha 
the Cauſe, I am now to take notice of 
Dr. Waterland, He ſays (p. 54.) has, in 
one Paſſage, given up both Points ( viz 
that the Son is God in a lower Senſe of thi 
word God, and is to be worſhip'd only «8 
Mediator) to us. But where have I /aill* 
Either, or any thing like it? 1 have giun 
nothing up, that I know of, which can di 
this Writer, or his Cauſe any Service. I% 
have ſaid that the Father is primarily, and 
eminently God, Creator, and Object di 
Worſhip: which He may be, without ſu 
poſing Him to be God in any higher, «| 
any different Senſe of the word God, Cre 
tor, &c. A different Manner, or Order, i 
exiſting or operating may, in many Caſes, li 
ſufficient to ground an Emphalis upon (4 
might be proved by plain Inſtances) without 
recurring to a higher and lower Senſe 
the Words, As ta The allowing of a Sub- 

ordination 
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% i ordination, it is ſo far from inferring a 
; lower Senſe of the word God &c. that, 
2- in /trift propriety of Speech, it implies the 
re BF ontrary ; as 1 have before obſerved. more 
Having thus Examined and Anſwer d the 

ve t material Pretences which this Writer 


vſlis upon, in favor of Arianiſm, or in 
, Vpoſition to the Catholick Doctrine, J 
on gt now tate my leave of Him. But it 
of, be proper firſt to ſay ſomething. to a 
etended Contradiction, which not only He 


FP. 6.) but the Modeſt Pleader alſo (p. 48.) 
gas been pleaſed to charge me with; as it is 
with many to think every thing con- 
ai Nradictory which They cannot readily recon- 
__ 7/6 
My Words are (Defenſe &&c. p. 350.) 
Each Divine Perſon is an Individual 
Intelligent Agent, but as ſubſiting in one 
undivided Subſtance, they are all toge- 
ther, in that reſpect, but one undivided 
intelligent Agent. This, they tell me, 
% /ay, that three Perſons are one Per- 
En. But, if they pleaſe to think again , 
== wi! find it is no more than ſaying, 
at Perſon, and undivided intelli ent 
sent, are not reciprocal. Undivided, or 
e Sividual, intelligent Agent , lite the 
ub. ¶NVraſe Individual Being, may admit of 
Viricter and à larger Senſe. When 
d 2 this 
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li The PREFACE. | 
this Writer is able to fix a certain Prin. 
ciple of Individuation, He may then, 7 
perhaps, have ſametbing of Colour for thi © 
charge of contradiction. See this mattn © 
more diſtinctly and fully explained in m © 
Defenſe Cc. p. 171. x - I 
1 have detaind my Reader lang. 
nough, I fear too loue, in the Prefa 
Bus I was willing, having this Fa 6 
portunity of appearing in Publick, 10 td 
ſome notice of thoſe Tus Pamphlets, (th 
only Ones that deſerved it) which hu 
objected to my Vindication of Chrilt 
Divinity. VI have, either through Hall 
or through a deſire of Brevity, ſed cu 
any Thing of real Weight, or that 11 
create any JScruple or Difficulty with i 
partial and conſidering Men; 1 all, whit 
arpriged of it, (if God permit) careful 
and fully examine and diſcuſs That, a 
whatever elſe falls within the Compaſs i 
what I have undertaken, namely, the Pois 
of Chriſt's real Divinity, in Oppoſitian 
the pretended Divinity maintain d by it 
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Arians. | 
1 foould juſt obſerve to the Reader, i 
ſome of the Sermons, as they appear i 
Print, are ſomewhat longer than win 
preach'd. The Three laſt eſpecially are . 
which I was obliged to ſhorten in 10 
Preaching, paſſing over ſeveral Pages, i 


fi 
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fear of keeping the Audience too long. Comme - 
Notes I have, here and there, added at the 


þ HBottom, ſance the Sermans were delivered; 
„ te much the greater Part were prepara 
m 8 efore. 1 thought it very proper to inter- 

= mix all along with Scripture, the Teſts- 


= monies of the Antients, as the beſt Com- 
= ments upon it. The Reader will be the 
better ſatisfied in having à view of Both 
together; and our Adverfaries may per. 
haps ſee Cauſe to abate of their unrea- 
ſonable, and unaccountable Boaſts that 
way, when it appears from ſo many plain 
and clear Proofs, that their Pretenres 20 
Antiquity are Groundleſs, and their Faith 
Novel, as it is Falſe. 

T cannot here forget to mention my Ob- 
ligations to the Reverend Dr. Knight of 
H. Sepulchres, London;; whoſe great 
Learning and Judgment are equal to his 

ſingular Modeſty and Ingenuity; and to 
whoſe judicious Obſervations it is owing, 
that the following Sermons appear mare 
Correct, and may, I hope, be more uſeful 
than They would otherwiſe have been. 
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From Jo B. I. 1. 
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JokN I. 1. 


the Beginning was the Wor b, and 


; A the WorRD was with God, and the 


Wo RD was God. 


r. Joan the beloved Diſciple, the 
undoubted Author of this Goſpel 
which bears his Name, was the 
youngeſt of the Apoſtles, and ſur- 


ived the Reſt many Years. He ſaw ſo 
nuch the more of the State of Chriſtianity, 
Ind of the Progreſs it made under two Per- 
ecutions; the firſt by Nero, the ſecond by 
Pomitian. Under the latter, He Himſelf 


| Pad inevitably Suffered, had not God mira- 
Fuſouſſy preſerved 1 After this, He 
was 


balk 2.4 A. 
- 


5 a 4. \ — — _ = 


/ 1 
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was baniſh'd into Patmos a little Iſland in 
the Archipelago; and during his Retire. 
ment There, was favoured, in a particular # 
manner, with Revel/atzons from Heaven; 
which He committed to Writing, and left 
behind Him for the Benefit of the Church 
After a Year or two's Exile, it pleaſed God 
to call Him forth again to Epheſus, his 
uſual Seat of Reſidence ; and There He paſsd 
the ſhort Remainder of his Days, being 
then 90 years Old, in the moſt divine and 
comfortable Employment; taking upon Him 
the charge of the Churches of Chriſt, thok 
eſpecially of the leſſer 4/z2. As there mult 
be Hereſies at all Times, (infinite Wiſdon 
permitting them for great Ends and Re- 
tons) fo, were there not wanting, even 1 
the Times of the Apoſtles; Some denying 
the Divinity, others the Humanity of ou 
bleſſed Lord, and Both for the ſame Rer. 
ton; being offended at the great and uu 
ſearchable Myſtery of God Incarnate. The 
Tares had been fown by Simon Magus, 
Cerinthus, and others; and were grown 
up to a great Height before St. Johu's Death. 
This made it the more neceſſary for Hin 
ro write his Goſpel; which accordingly He 
undertook at the Requeſt of the Biſhops d 
Aſia, and the Brethren of the Neighbouring + 
Provinces. But firſt He appointed folew 

Faſting! 


8 * 8 0 \ 
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I Serm. I. aſſerted from Jon. I. 1. 3 
4 

= taſting and Prayer for the divine Bleſſing 
= and Aſſiſtance in it; after which being more 
fully inſtructed and more plentifully in- 
Eſpired, He thus began his lofry Theme. 
I the Beginning was the WorD, and the 
Won was with God, and the WorD was 
God. The ſame was in the Beginning 
$:::1h God. All Things were made by 


| 

im, and without Him was not any 
hing made that was made. In theſe few 
| EV ords, and thoſe that follow in that Chap- 
rer, the good Apoſtle has not only con- 
e futed moſt of the Hereſies then on Foot, 
but has obviated as many as ſhould there- 
after riſe up in Oppoſition to the Divinity, 
Perfſonality, or Incarnation of the Son of 


od: Points of the greateſt Concernment 
o all Chriſtians, but which nevertheleſs 
through the perverſeneſs of Men's Wits, 
nd their proneneſs to take wrong Meaſures 
ef Divine Things) have been a Srone of 
Ptumbling, and a Rock of Offenſe to the 
0-D:/puters of this World, in former, and 
Jin latter Ages. This firſt Chapter of Sr. 
John, (as I faid) is alone ſufficient, with 


in <calonable Men, to end all Diſputes upon 
Hie thoſe Heads. The Words are plain, and 
the Senſe clear when carefully look'd into; 
ring and it is for that very reaſon that They 


Wave been more tamper'd with, than An 


B 2 in 
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in the whole Scriptures. For, when the 
obvious and natural meaning of a Text ha 
pens to ſtand in the way of an Hyporbeſs, 
or preconceived Opinion, Pains muſt be 
taken to darken the Evidence, and to per- 
plex the Proofs which make againſt it. My 
deſign is briefly to enumerate the ſeyeral 
Interpretations which have been given of 
this Chapter, to remark upon Them as fat 
as is needful, and to eſtabliſh the only true 3 3 
one. They are reducible to Four; which 
I may call Sabelliau, Socinian, Arian, and 
Catholick. I ſhall explain them in che F 
Order. To begin with the firſt. 3B 
Z ® 
1. Under the Sabellian dee U 1 
include all that belongs to Men of Sabel Þ 
lian Principles, whether before or aſtet 1 
the Times of Sabellius, who lived about Rx 
the Middle of the Third Century. The 
Sabellians deny the Aly , or WORD 
whereof St. John ſpeaks, to be any ru 
or /ubſtantial Thing, diſtinct from the Pe- 
ſon of God the Father. They underſtand by lp 
the Word, either ſome Attribute, Power, 
or Operation inherent and permanent u 
the Father; or elſe ſome tranſient Youre, 
Sound, and the like. How They came in 
to theſe and the like Fancies, 1 ſhall ſhov r. 
preſently, after 1 have premiled a fel f 
" ; 


germ. I. aſſerted from Joh. IL I. 5 


” 


? Things about the Name of the As, or 
Won, which St. Fohb# uſes. I do not de- 


„liga any Hiſtorical Account of the uſe of 
the Term among Jews, or Centiles; being 
- *Wappily prevent ed, in that part, by a late 
excellent Sermon of a very worthy and 
[ | ; learned Prelate*. But JI muſt obſerve that 
f the Greek As os, which we render Word, 


t Way ſignify either inward Thought, or 
e outward Speech. And it has with good 
reaſon been ſuppoſed by the Catholic“ 
( Writers, that the deſign of this Name was 
: to intimate that the Relation of Father 
and Son, bears ſome Reſemblance and Ana- 
Mogy to that of Thought, or of Speech to 
be Mind f. For example: As Thought is 
Fc oeval with the Mind; fo the Son is coeval 
With the Father f. As Thought is cloſely 
united to, proceeds from, and yet remains 
ic in the Mind; ſo alſo may we underſtand 
that the Son is in the Boſom of the Father, 
1 proceeding from Him, yet never divided or 


— 


. eparate, but remaining in Him and with 

lim. As to Speech, it is properly the 

1 

in + B. of Lichfield and Coventry, Sermon before the 
ig. ; FI 

0, + Ae Of im Su ix meg; T H 46 re: d, Aer 

. 4 Ae m dig s Amme, EAMG n qvizPls x 7d 

" = nx Greg. Naz. Orat. 36. p. 5go» Vid. etiam 

r. Hom. 15. Petav. de Trin. p. 743. 

ern $ Vid. Dionyſ. Alex. apud Athanaſ. p. 259 
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Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 358. Iren J. 2. c. 30. p. 163. 
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Interpreter of the Mind; and fo, in this 
reſpect allo, there is ſome Reſemblance ane 
Analogy, the Son being as it were {#ter- 
preter, and Revealer of the unknown | 
ben the World“. Some of the f Antient 


* Ob het Verbum nuncupatur, quia ex proprio divino Ore 
proceſſit, & nihil Pater ſine eo aut jul t, aut fecit. Pſeud, 
Ambrof. de Fid. Orth. c. 6. p. 353. Ed. Bened. 2 

Auer JN 194 0 a. 15 156 g To am Te e. 3 Z 
Oi Tov gt eue D Ger TW wert ins, Ys, a Not J Y 
roſ xai S. 25 70 o Tp 1 * Axrehds, in F vd vc = 
you dew priray, 0s 0 T2 Oed Ad es M F xατͥοε 9 
hes & vy1w aarige. Orig, Comm. in Joh. p. 41, Vid. & . 


an PO 4 


+ Theophilus Biſhop of — where He 7 of the π m 
810167 ©» and aesPogies (p. 1 29.) is thus to be wnderſiod. 
Tertullian, in his Piece againſt Praxeas, has à great deal to tt 
ſame purpoſe. Athenagoras, Tatian and Hippolytus, h mor | 4 [ 
obſcurely, ſeem to have intended the ſame, And even Origa i CE 
Himſelf kad adojted the like Notion, as may appear from * 
ſollowing Paſſages. 

Ea Ki Ag u auT9%v lers nes imvoices , 6 
were To £m cpi Eph #5. ag tim ame name 
rere cc ger TEYTW a emrou wives Tk, d eHαα,jꝭ Z) re mewionn | | 


ions erg % i oi. Orig. in > Jon. p- 19, 

Ey 00 731 yy 6 Aoyes PIT, 3 i (hETVELWY FT 0 ao. 
pig YA tigbcd/ y er in, 2 15 cep οοern 4 = 
PTL, ame ide S. Abryeu, veuTrey T Cv Ty wx, T Tour's 7) ' 
onQi{c, ati 20540. Orig. in Joh. p. 43. Compare p. 5 : 

Afterwards Origen «ſes an Argument to prove . 1 | 
70.5 has a real Sul tance, and adds in Coxcluſion, O xoy66= | 
— ty Ee out iz, Tw Ciera ve, p- 44. Which Words ut. 
remar table, and worth comparing with Tertullian's upon the Jem = 
Subject, where He ſays. Jam in uſu eſt noſtrorum, per in- 
plicitatem interpretationis, Sermonem dicere in primordio 
apud Deum fuiſſe, cum magis Rationem competat antiquio- | 
rem haberiz quia non Sermonalis a principio, ſed Rational | 
Deus et iam ante principium, & quia ipſe quoque Sermo Ra- 
tione conliſtens, priorem eam ut Subſlantiam ſuam oſtendat. 


To: ertall. Contre Prax. c. 5. 4 
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erm. I. afferied from Jon. I. J. 7 
3 Catholick Writers joining Both theſe No- 


: 
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tions together, have conſidered them as ap- 
plicable to the Son at different Times, aud 
In different Capacities. Before the World 
as made, while He yet exiſted alone with 
he Father (always including the Holy- 
hoſt) They ſuppoſed He might beſt be 
Wcompared to /ilent Thought reſting in the 
Mind, and which in Greek is called Asy@- 
„Naber. Bur when He afterwards came 
io create the World, and to reveal both 
imſelf and his Father, then He might 
nore properly be compared to outward 

peech, or a Word ſpoken forth, which 
the Greeks expreſs by acyos H. And 
thus it is, that the fame Writers ſometimes 
peak of the Ayes, or Worp, being both 
Eternal, and in Time: Eternal in one Ca- 
Wpacity, not ſo in the other. For as Thought 
muſt be confider'd previous to Speech, fo 


the Abyss, or Worp, under one Conſidera- 
tion might be conceived more Antient than 
under the other. 

% © 

s | Thus far the Catholicks, Sober Men, 
1. carried on the Parallel: And there was no 
4 Harm in it, while They kept cloſe to the 


% Rule of Faith, and within the Bounds of 
„Sobriety. But the Sabellian Hereticks did 
Inot ſtop there. They purſued the Parallel 

B 4 {til 


Contr. Marc, p. 120. de Laud. Conſt. c. 12. Cyril. Hieroſo. 
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Rill farther, till They left the A4 “. or i 
Worp, no diſtin& Perſonality. They ob. 


ſerved that znward Thought was no real 
ſubſtantial Thing, diſtin& from the Mind it 
ſelf; and that outward Speech was but a 
Voice or Sound, nothing fix'd, real, and 
permanent: And from hence They took 
occaſion to miſinterpret the Apoſtle very 
widely; as if the WorD, which He ſpeaks 8 
of, were nothing really diſtinct from the 
Father, not a ſecond Perſon, any. more than 
a Man's Thought, or Word, is another Per. 
ſon from the Man. This kind of Conſtru. 
ction was openly received and propagated i 
by * Photinus, about the middle of the 
fourth Century; by Paul of b Samoſata 
almoſt a Century before Him; by Sabel 
lius and Noetus earlier than He; and by 
dPraxeas {till higher up, about the end o, 
the ſecond Century; and: probably by fone 8 
other Hereticks before Him. What © 8 

a Hilar. p. 789. 1048. 1179. Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 1. c. 8 I 

b Epiphan. Hzreſ. 65. p. 608, 609. = 

c Epiphan. Hæreſ. 65. p. 608, ix 

d Tertullian. Contr. Prax. c. 7, 8. - 

e Vid. Clem. Alexandr. Strom. p. 646. Iren. p. 130. 13 
i 7 . B 155 Notion of a 24/0; iv91a HO» and æęocpeęinds, in thi 
Heretical Senſe, is jufily condemn'd by all the Fathers. At 
paſius, Hilary, Baſil, Ambroſe, and ather Catholicks cenſurt! 


it gs ſmartly as the Council of Sirmium, Euſebius, er i 
Arians. Vid. Orig. in Joh. p. 24. in Jerem. p. 184- Euſeb 
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mains of it at this Day, is to be met with 
chiefly among the Sociniant; Thoſe of 
them, I mean, who have refined upon their 
Maſter Socinus, in this particular; and are 
more properly Photinians, or Sabellians. 
A * celebrated Writer abroad, has openly 
eſpouſed this Photinian Notion, in part; 
dilguiſing it a little under the Name Nea- 


ſon, anſwering pretty nearly to the Here- 


tical Senſe of the M5395 Y er , or in- 
ward Thought: So that now the Sabellian 
Interpretation, after the lateſt Improve 
ments, runs thus. 


„In the beginning was Reaſon, and 
« Reaſon was in God, and Reaſon was 
God Himſelf. It was in God from the 
+ Beginning, before the World was: For 
+ whatever is in Nature was made wich 
the higheſt Reaſon, neither is there that 
*«« ſingle Thing that was made without 
© Reaſon. 


Bur againſt This, or any other the like 


Catech. 4. c. 5. p. Fo. Athanaſ. Expoſ. Fid. p. 99 Orat. 2. 
p. 503. Baſil. Hom. 27. p. 602. Ambroſ. de Fid. l. 4 c. 7 
Igrat. Epiſt. Inter polat. ad Magneſ. c. 8. Same even of 14+ 
Arians, after they came to make a Diſlinition of a twoſold Ab. 
>, adopted, in part, this very Sabellian Notion. Vid. Athanaſ 
p $93- 282, 260, Cyril. Alex. in Joh. lib. 1. p. 30. Ambroſ 
de Fid. I. 4. c. 7. | 

Le Clerc, Comment. in Fob. 1, 1. 


Sabet- 
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Sabellian Conſtruction of the firſt Chapter 
of St. John, many unanſwerable Reatons 
have been urged both by Antients and 


Moderns. 


x. As firſt, Str. John A8 not ſay that 
the WorD was * Oos, a divine Word, 
which might have favour'd the Sabellian 
Senſe, but ©::s, God; thereby ſtrongly de- 
noting a real Perſon. A Man's Word or 
Thought, is not called Man; nor would 
the Word or Wiſdom of God be called 
God, if a meer Attribute or Operation on- 


ly was intended, and not a real Perſon. O- 


if it be ſaid that it does denote a Perſon, 


the ſame Perſon that was before ſpoken of | 


28 God, in the fame Verſe; then how can 


the other Words ftand, that He was With 


God? He cannot be ſuppoſed the ſelf fame 


Perſon with whom He was f. Vith God 
plainly fignifies the fame as ih the Fa- 
ther (lee 1 Joh. x. 2.) who is God. The 
Apoſtle can never be ſuppoſed ro mean that 


the Father was with the Father; the 


* Vid. Euſeb. Contr Marcell. p. 83. Tertull. Contr. Prax. 
P-. F04- Epiph. Hæreſ. 65. p. 609g, Deus erat Verbum ceffat 


Sonus vocis 
Deus, non manitas eſt. Hilar. p. 796. 


Res eſt, non Sonus; Natura, non Serms; © 
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Word therefore, if it denotes a Perſon at 
all, muſt be underſtood of another Perfon. 
But that ir denotes a Perſon will appear 


farther. 290k 


2. For it is not ſaid that the Worn, or 
REASON, was zn God, as might be 
of an Attribute, Sc. bur wh God; which 
is another per /ona/ Character“. 
3% Id" 


1 3 
3. It is ſaid that all Things were made 
s the Word: which (as appears from o- 
cher Texts) comes to the lame as to fay, 
that the WorDp made all Things: which is 

a farther Confirmation that a real Thing is 
intended by the WorD, not an Attribute 
W only f. 


4. The Apoſtle obſerves (v. 8.) of John 
the Baptiſt, char He (&r.wwo;) was not that 
Light, intimating thereby that He had been 
e WM ſpeaking of a Perſon before, who really 


R a 6... Sh 


t was; and therefore from hence alſo it ap- 
c KW pears that the Worp is ſomething real. 
x. | E Verbum erat a Deum. Nunquid audieras ia Deo, ut 
az Sermonem reconditæ cogitationis acciperes? ——— non 12 
„% Alter efle, ſed cum Altero prædicatur. Hilar. p. 796. 


If fecit enim & Ipſe, quæ facta ſunt per illum. Quale eſt 

W vt uihil fit ipſe fine quo nihil factum eff? Ut inanis Solida, 

1 & vacuus plena, & incorporalis corporalia fit wperatus; 
| Tertull, Contr, Prax. c. y, Comp. Phoebads p. 30g. 


rd | 5. It 
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It is ſaid (v. 11.) of the WorD, that 
Be came unto his own, and his own re- 
cery'd Him not. This is good Senſe, and 
ſounds well. But to ſay that Rea/on, the 
Attribute, came unto its own, and its own 
received it not, has hardly either Senſe, or 


W 


6. The Wond is repreſented (v. 14. 0 as 
the o7/y-begotten of the Father; which again 
is per ſonal. For if Begotten may be a pro- 
per Expreſſion, concerning an Attribute or 
Property; yet only begotten is not, unleſs 
God has no more Attributes than one. The 
Characters therefore being thus plainly per- 
ſoual. and no neceſſity appearing why we 
thould have recourſe to Figure, the /zteral 
Interpretation is undoubtedly preferable. 


7. J may add, laſtly, that St. Zohn in 
his Revelations expreſly 7275 the Name 
of AC, or Worp, to C Jeſus. His 
Name, faith He, zs called * Worp of 


God, Rev. 19. 13. 


Theſe Reaſons are abundantly ſufficient 
ro convince us, that St. 70hu intended not 
any Attribute or Operation by the Wor, 
hut a real. living, ſubſtantial Thing or 


Perſon, diſtint from the Father: And fo 
the 
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the Church of Chriſt from the beginning 
has conſtantly underſtood it. So much 
for the Sabellian Interpretation of this 


Chapter. 2 


2. The next that offers it ſelf, is the 
Socinian, 3 ſo called; never eſpouſed 
by Heretic or Catholick; never fo much 
as thought of, at leaſt not heard of, before 
the Days of Socznus. He ſuppoſes St. John 
to have intended a real Perſon, by the 
Word, viz. The Man Chriſt Feſas. His 
Interpretation then is to this effect. 


In the beginning of the Goſpel, was 
the Man Chriſt eſis, otherwiſe called 
„the Wonp. He was wth God, having 
been taken up into Heaven before He 
*« enter'd on his Miniſtry. And He was 
*« God, having the Office, Honour, and 
Title of a God conferr'd upon Him, after 
his Reſurrection: The /ame was in the 
** Beginning of the Goſpel with God. All 
things belonging to the Goſpel - State 
were reformed and renewed by Him: 
And without Him was there not any 
'* Thing reform'd or renewed. 


A Conſtruction ſo manifeſtly forc'd and 
foreign, as this is, carries it's own Confu- 
5 tation 
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tation along with it. It ſerves only to 


ſhow what contempt the Heads of a Sect 


generally have, not only of the reſt of 
Mankind, but even of their own Diſciples ; 
while They can thus unmercifully impoſe 
the wildeſt conceits imaginable upon Them. 
To do the later Socinians juſtice, They 
have, I think, for the moſt part given up 
this violent Interpretation; and inſtead of 
it, have rather cloſed in with the Sabellian 
Conſtruction, which is more ingenious and 
plauſible, and ſerves their Hypotheſis as 
well. Neither of Them will anſwer to the 
Truth of the Sacred Writ: They are 
Both no other than the Device of Man, and 
mult equally come to Nought. 


I proceed to the Arian Interpretation, 
which appears better than either of the For- 
mer, as coming nearer to the true one; and 
it is for that * very Reaſon the moſt in- 
ſinuating and dangerous of Any. 


3. The Arian Conſtruction, invented 


* Vinci Illi vel facile poſſunt, vel facile vitari, quorum 
primo propolitione omne Conlilium Pectoris proditur. At 
vero Hi (Ariaui) quibus multa nobiſcum paria ſunt, facile 
poſſunt innoxias Mentes, & Soli Deo deditas, fraudulenta 
Societate percutere, dum malorum ſuorum virus per bona 
noſtra defendunt. P/erd — Ambroſ. de Fid. Orthodoxa. c. I. 
p. 347. Ed. Bened. 


pro- 
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probably before, but firſt openly eſpous d 
and propagated in the · Beginning of the 
fourth Century, is as folloms. 


In the Beginning of all Things, before 
ever the Earth or the World was made, 
there exiſted a very glorious and excel- 
ent Creature (ſince call'd the Word) the 
+ Oracle of God, and Revealer of his 
« Will. That excellent Perſon, the firſt 
„whom God of his own good Pleafure 
and free Choice gave being to, was werh 
© God the Father; and He was God, ano- 
„ ther God, an inferior God, infinitely 
inferior; but yet truly God, as being 
* truly partaker of divine Glory then, 
and forc-ordain'd to have true Dominion 
* and Authority in God's own Time. God 
employed Him as an Iaſtrumenut, or Un- 
*« der-Agent, in framing and faſhioning 
„the World of inferior Creatures; and 


«© approved of his Services ſo well, as to 


do nothing without Him. 


This is the Sum of the Arian Inter- 
pretation, as nearly as I could draw it, 
out of the moſt general Principles of the 
Set. For it muſt be obſerved that there 
never was a Sect ſo divided and vari- 
ous, ſo unſettled and fluctuating in their 

Prin- 
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Principles as They. The Reaſon of it is 
this; They take a kind of middle way be- 
tween Catholicks and docinians, which ad- 
mits of ſo great a Latitude, that They know 
not where to fix. The Catholichs looking 
upon the Son as eſſentially God in one 
Capacity, and as Man in Another, eaſily 
know what may be proper to aſcribe to 
Him, in this or in that Reſpect. The So- 
cinians believing Him to be Man only, 
can as caſily come to a Reſolution in the 
Particulars of their Scheme. But the Arians 
ſuppoſing Him a Creature at large, and 
not knowing the ſeveral Degrees of Per- 
fection on this ſide Infinite, are always in 
uncertainty; not being able ro determine 
how much or how little it may be proper 
to aſcribe ro the Son of God: And hence 
it is thar They could never unite together 
in any one fix'd and certain Set of Prin- 
ciples; but have been always wavering, 
various, and unconſtant; and muſt ever be 
ſo to the World's End. But this by the 
way: Having laid before you the Arian 
Interpretation, nothing now remains but to 
offer to you the Catholic Senſe of this 
Chapter, which I mean to explain, and 
defend; and That will be the fame thing 
with confuting the Arian. 


4. The 
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4. The Catholick Conſtruction, at length. 


« In the Beginning, befote there was 
any Creature, (conſequently from all 
Eternity) the Worp exiſted; and rhe 


= - Worp was no diftent ſeparate Power, 


i eſtranged from God, or unacquainred 
« with Him, but He was with God, and 
«« Himſelf alſo * very God; not Another 
« God, but another Per ſon only. of the 


. ame Nature, Subſtance, and Godhead. 
All Things were created by Him, &c. 


This I preſume to call the Catholick 


and truly primitive Interpretation of the firſt 
Verſe of this Chapter : And what Time 


1 your Patience will farther allow me, ſhall 


be taken up in aſſerting and maintaining it. 


St. John has here called the Woxp, God. 


In what Senſe, is the Queſtion. The Con- 


Dei verbum, imo magis Ipſe Deus. Iren. p. %% % 
E A 6 Or0;, on my, c dx e , +6 


4 Oe 134 O10; % d Aoy®», Clem. Alex. p- 135» 


Aliam autem quomodo accipere debeas, jam profeſſus ſum. 


erſonæ, non Subſtantia nomine; ad Diſtinctionem, non ad Di- 
3 viſionem. Tertull. Contr, Prax. Þ» 506. Hunc didicimus 
Filium Dei eſſe, & Deum dictum ex unitate Subſtantiæ. 
etull. Apolog. c. 21. a 


E. Ah 6 N megs T Ode, One di, 71 d Sime, 4 2:4 


I os a $285; Ave i Gale ips Nn AN i v, ve IN 
nf Kc Hippol, Contr, Noect. c. 8 p- 15+ 0 


text, 


* 799 vB 


give us of One that is really and truly Go 
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Text, and Circumſtances; and othet LO | 4 3 


reral Evidences muſt at length decide it. 
I ſhall firſt wquire. b 


1. What kind of lden. or Notion, Seil- 1 
pture and Chriſtian: Antiquity give us of 
One that is truly and God. And 3 


2. Shall confider kc Reaſons we have] 3 1 
to believe that St. John here calls the Ady. 3 
or Worp, God, in the fame Senſe, or in 2 
yoo” 2m" 4 to chat Idea. 9 


I. I ſhall inquire what kind of Thea ot | ; 
Notion, Scripture and Chriſtian Antiquity 


If we trace this Matter through the O 
Teſtament, we ſhall find that the Scripture i 
Notion of a Perſon that is truly God, and} 
ſhould be received as ſuch, includes in i 
Power. and Might Irreſiſtible * ;/ Perfect 
Knowledge and conſummate Wi ſdomb, E. 
ternitye, Immutability d, and Omnipr. 
ſence*; Creative Powers; . Supremacy, 
Deut. 3.24,—7-19.— 10.17.-- 32.39. 1 Chron. 29.16 
Job. 9. 4. — 12.16, — 42. 2. Iſa. 26.4. — 42. 5. FF 
b Job 36. 1 37 16. Dan. 2. 20. 


c Plal. 93. 2. Job 36. 26. Gen. 21. 33. Deut. 3 A 
Wa. 57.15 5 * 


d Mal. J. 6. f 

e Deut. 4. 7. pſal. 139. 9. 5. G 22 23. 24. 

f 2 Kings. 19. 15. * 6 88 Plal, 8. J. 119 45-7 % 
jer. 1d. 12 Ingeper : 
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Independence and Neceſſary - Exiſtence *. 
Thele are the diſtinguiſhing Characters un- 
der which God was pleaſed to make Him- 
ſelf known: And it is upon theſe Accounts 
that He, in oppoſition to all other Gods, 
claims to be received and honoured as 
God. Theſe therefore are what make; up 
the Scripture- Idea of a Perſon who is 
e truly, really, and ſtrictiy God. And if 
scripture has thus informed us what Pro- 

I perties, Attributes, and Perfections myſt 
I be ſuppoſed to meet in One that is rudy 
"Wand properly God, our own Reaſon muſt 
tell us, that theſe Actributes, &e. muſt 


041 
y have a Subject, and this Subject we call 
4 FRSubſtance: And therefore the FHripture- 


a Notion of God, is That of an Eternal, 
„Immutable. Omnipreſent, Omniſcicgt, Al- 
od mighty Subſtance. If it be pretended that 
it heſe are the Characters of a Supreme 
> God only, and not of every Perſon that 
E. Is true God; I anſwer that Supremacy, 
11. a Negatively f conſiderd in oppoſition 
„%o any Superior Nature) is one of the 
Characters belonging to any Perſon that 
, is truly God, as much as Omni potence, 
POꝛnniſcience, or any other; and conſe- 
* uently He is not fraly God, in the Scri- 
= * Exod. 3. 14. | | 


= | 7 /ay, negatively; becauſe poſitive Supremacy ove? others, 
eu not commence till the Creation. 7 


C2 pture 
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pture· Notion of God, who is not — 1 , 
God. This is the Scripture-Notion of One 7 
that is rruſy God; and thus it ſtood whe 
St. Joes wrote his Goſpel. | 


Let us next inquire, whether the fame 
Notion obtain d in the Chriſtian - Church * 
after St. John wrote. |. 


| uſtin Mertyr, a very early and excel | 
lent Writer, within forty or fifty Years of 
St. John, obſerves, that * God alone is Ne. 
ceſſarily-exiſiing aud Immutable, (or In 2 
corruptible ) and that for this very Reaſon | 
He is God; thereby intimating that with. 
out ſuch Perfections He could not be God 


Irenæus, another early and judicious Wri 
ter, almoſt Contemporary with Juſtiu, e. 
preſſes Himſelf more fully and clearly up 
the ſame Head; obſerving that f no Perſon 
that has any Superior can be juſtly calle a; 
God; Nor any Thing that has been creat 


MovC- ap eytywm x zOlupr®- Ose5, Ag vin On 
n. Juſtin, Dial. p. 21. Jebb. 
+ Qui enim ſuper ſe habet Aliquem Superiorem, Hic net 
Deus neque Rex magnus dici poteſt. . 4. c. 2. p. 229. 5 
Quzcunque autem Initium Sumpſerunt, & difſolutiones BY 
poſſunt -precipere, & ſubjecta ſunt, & indigent cjus qui it | 
fecit, neceſſe eſt omnimodo uti differens Vocabulum haben » 
eos etiam, qui vel modicum ſenſum in, diſcernens f my 

ia habent: ita ut is guidem qui omnia fecerit, cum 5e 


ech! / 1 


3 
” a OTF * * 
* 
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Ned, or ever began to exiſt. The ſame 
Mireucus has a whole * Chapter to prove 
that the Old Teſtament, or New, never 
gave the Title of God, abſolutely and de- 
nitively, to any one that is not truꝶy God. 


Tertullian (in the beginning of the third 
Century, or ſooner, within a 100 Years, 
Por very nearly, of St. John) obſerves, that 
he Word, f God, does not, like Lord, 
ignify Dominion or Power only, but Sub- 
auce; that none but the eternal uncreat - 
e Subſtance can juſtly be called God; 
hat an inferior God is a Contradiction in 
erms. 


Theſe Teſtimonies are ſufficient to ſhow 
without adding any more) how the Word 


God was taken, and generally underſtood 
- Dy the Chriſtian Church, ſoon after the 
on ; | 


led 10 %o juſte dicatur Deus & Dominus Solus; que autem facta 
eat unt, non jam ejuſdem Vocabuli participabilia eſſe neque 
aſte id vocabulum Sumere debere, quod eſt Creatoris. Iren. 
G16 | . 3 Co 8. p · 183. 

= * Lib. z. c. 6. 
Deus Subſtantiz ipſius nomen, id eſt Divinitatis; Domi- 
01" us vero non Subſtantiz, ſed Poteſtatis &. Tertwll, Contr. 
iermog. p. 234. | | 
Deus jam vocari obtinuit Subſtantia cui aſcribo. Hanc in- 
Nenies ſolam innatam, infectam; Solam eternam, & Univer- 
ſttatis Conditricem Nega Deum quem dicis dete- 
riorem: Nega ſummum magnum, quem credis minorems 
Av. Marc. J. 1. c. 6, 7. p. 368. . 


C 3 Apo- 
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9 5 oſtles Time; and ec very pro. 1 
bab! "in the Apoſtles Time alſo. Nov f 
let d $ proceed t to conſider. J 1 


II. What Reaſous we have to bel ieyt 3 
50 St, John, in his firſt Chapter, calls the 
God. in the fame Senſe, in Confor 3 


\ 


0 
+ 5 


2 ks WT is 4 ove Preſumprion,| F 
in 10 805 of gur Interpretation, that the. 
Scriptures before, and the Chriſtian Churd 
after. eſpouſe this Notion. Would St. Fon 
have called the Wotp, God, in the ma- 
ner that He does, Without Guard or Ca 
tion, had He not intended it in the ſtrick a 
Senſe, which Scripture it ſelf ſo much fi | I 
vors, and in which the generality, at leaſt, 
would be moſt apt to take it? Had He 
meant it in a lower Senſe, it might hae 
been very proper to have inſerted a qual“ 
fying Clauſe ro prevent any Miſtake, ot | 4 
Miſconſtruction; which yet He is fo r 
from doing (as we ſhall ſee preſently) th 
He has put together with it many Circun 7 
ſtances, all tending to convince us that He 


ned the Word in the ſtrict Senſe, as Sen 
Er 


ern eee E 8 
Perm. I. aſerted Hum Jo n. I. T. 13 
4 ture had done before, and the Chitiſtian 
0 2 Church did after. F or 9 Wan- 


nl 


4 * = 


2. Ir is obferratil that the Apoſtle does 


eye 3 ot fay, in the Beginning God created the 
the Non, (as the ſtile runs in the firſt 
for. Chapter of Geneſis,” and might have been 
ath properly uſed here, had He intended to 
and ignify that the Won was God, in an in- 
ca ferior or improper Sea, But inſtead of 


har, He only fays that the Wok p 


rar“; intimating r He exiſted be- 
on, fore any thing was created, conſequently 
che from all Eternity: For whatever exiſted 


ch before any thing was created, was no 
n Creature, 1 

11. no Creature, Eternal. This is farther con- 
ay firm'd from the Apoſtle's repeating it in 
a tbe next Verſe, The ſame was in the Be- 
fi ¶ ginning with God. Ic is not improbable 


® Nagy . Anras, x94 6 *. » * 
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red wy wv [; Nanu, on T Ono im Ta T 69 Toy Ogov Yo 1 
Kuss. T9 3p al Nee @' 4,&,, i» à x7 w 6 Mes, 15 
A 1 Teg; Toy Os. Orig. in Joh. p. 45- 

Oux x yy 24 T's PIT K N iv, ds AT iy E2%4- w 6 
Mues. Ibid, p-: 66. 

Vid. etiam Athanaf. p. 216. Hilar. p. 795- Chryſoſt. in Joh. 
ie .f. And other Teſtimonies collected in Suicer. Theſaur. un- 
i der "Appin. and Petav. 147. 417- 

: C 4 : that 


s is manifeſt of ir ſelf; and if 
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that the Apoſtle might intend this in O 
poſition to Cerimthys, who believed ; 
Anpuepyos, or Creator, to be ſeparate 
and eſtranged from God*. Nothing can be 
more directly level'd againſt That Doctrine 
than this Aſſertion of St. John's, that tbe 


Worn, who was Creator of the World, 


was from the Beginning, or always, with 
God. But to proceed: I 


3. Another Argument of St. John's in- 
tending the Word, God, in the ſtrict Senſe, | 
may be drawn from the time whereof He 
is ſpeaking. It was before the Creation; 
He was then God. It is not faid, that He 
was appointed God over the Things that 
ſhould be afterwards created. No: He was 
God before the World was. Our Adver- 
ſaries ſometimes tell us of a Throne, a 
Power of Judging, a Regal Authority be- 
longing to the Son: and that therefore He 
is Cod; and They obſerve f (as They think, 
ſhrewdly, but in Truth very weakly) that 
the Holy Ghoſt has therefore none of that 
Title, as having no Regal Dominion, &c. 
And when in anſwer to this, we fay farther 


Iren. I. 3. c. 11. p. 188. I. 1. c. 26. p. 105, Tertull, de 


Præſcript. Hzret- Append. pag. 221. Epiphan. Hzreſ, 28, 
110. * A 


# Spe geit. Dodfr, p. 264. 26, Ef. 
that 
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that the Son was Fehovah, God, and Lord. 
under the Old Teſtament; They reply. 
that He was then cy woppy D, acting in 
the Name and Perſon of God, and there- 
fore ſtiled God. Admitting all this (which 
is moſtly Fiction) yer what will They do 
with this Text of St. 7ohn? Here it is 
plain, that the Son was God before any 
Dominion over the Creatures commenc'd ; 
before He acted as Repre/entateve of the 
Father, or was cy poppy Oed, in that low 
fictitious Senſe: How was He God before 
the Creation? Here They have little left 
to ſay, but that He was partaker of di- 
vine Power and Glory, with and from 


the Father*. From hence then, we fee, 


that Dominion alone is not ſufficient to ac- 
count for the Son's being God; nor to men- 
tion, that the Holy Ghoſt might have been 
called God in Scripture, as having been 


ftartaker of divine Pawer and Glory, 
with and from the Father, as well as the 


Son; ſo that That pretence about the Holy 
Ghoſt, and This Solution hang not well 
together. To ſuch Straits and Inconſiſten- 
cies are Men reduced by bringing their 
Hypotheſes with them to interpret Scripture 


: by, inſtead of the making Scripture the 


* Serjpt. Noir. p. 24% 2d. Ed. 
Rule 
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Rule of their Faith. But to conclude this 
Article: Since then neither Dominion ( on 
account of which Princes and Magiſtrates 
have been ſometimes called Gods) nor ich 
gerency, nor any thing of like Kind, will 
account for the Woro's being called God, 
by St. John, in this place: And fince our 
Adverſaries themſelves appear to be very 
feaſible that their Principles, which ſerve 
to help them out at other Times, fail them 
here; and that They are forc'd rather to 
fay any Thing, however Slight or Trifling. 
than to be wholly Silent: This alone is a 
ſtrong Preſumption on our ſide of the Que- 
ſtion, where the Solution is fo eaſy and 
natural, and intirely conſiſtent with our 
other Principles. 0 


4. Another Circumſtance, confirming our 
Interpretation of this Paſſage of St. John, 
is, that all Things are there ſaid to have 
been made by Him; and, to be more Em- 

atical, that without Him was not any 
Thing made that was made. I ſhall not 
here inſiſt upon the Dignity of the Son, as 
Creator, (the diſtinguiſhing Character of 
the one true God) deſigning that for a di- 
ſtinct Head of Argument another Time: 
All the ule J ſhall make of it, ar preſent, 
is to ablſerye; that it is not ſaid, all erber 


Things 


germ. I. aferted from Jon. Ir, 27 
Things were made by Him, but 44% Things 
abſolutely; wherefore He Himſelf cannot, 
according to the Letter, be ſuppoſed of the 
Number of the Things made, unleſs He 
made Himſelf, which is abſurd: And fince 
nothing was made or created but by and 
through Him, it is but reaſonable to infer 
that every Creature whatever, is a Crea- 
ture of the Sox's as well as of the Father's; 
and therefore certainly the Son is not a 
Creature art all. . 


5. A farther Circumſtance favouring our 
Senſe, is, that the Wor is called God, in 
the very ſame Verſe, wherein the Father is 
mention'd as God, and undoubtedly in the 
ſtrict and proper Senſe. - And how ſhall 
any the moſt judicious Reader be eyer able 
to underſtand Language, if in the ſatme 
Verſe and ſame Sentence, the ſame Word 
ihould ſtand for two Ideas, or bear two 
Senſes widely different, and ſcarce akin to 
each other? And that too, not only with- 
out any Guard or Caution, or any notice 


given of the Change of Ideas; bur alſo with 


ſuch Circumſtances as give no ſuſpicion of 
any Change, bur all tending to confirm us 
the more that the ſame Idea is ſtill kepr up, 
and applied equally ro Father and Son, It 
has been objected that the Father is? Os, 
God 
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God with the Article, the Son only Ocds, 
God · without the Article. But every body 
knows that the Addition or Omiſſion of 
an Article is no certain proof of any 
Change at all in the Senſe of a Word; be- 
fides that the Word Oeòs, God, is uſed in 
the ſtrict Senſe, tho' without the Article, 


feyeral Times in this Chapter. The Sacred 


Pen- Men were not ſo Critical about Ar- 
ticles; neither can we imagine that a Point 
of this moment ſhould have been left fo 
enguarded, with nothing to direct us but 
I know not what blind and dark Conje- 
Kures of the uſe of Articles; concerning 
which we have no certain Rules either for 
Scripture or for any other Writings. The 
Word @zs, God, is frequently uſed with- 
out the Article to ſignify the frue God: 
And it is uſed with the Article (2 Cor. 4. 4.) 
where it is ſuppoſed by moſt Interpreters 
to be meant of the Devil: ſo little Ac- 
count is there to be made of Articles: But 
enough of this. It is farther pretended, 
that „ Oels. God, applied to the Father, 
may ſtand for Jehovah, which is the pro- 
er Name of a Per/on, and that therefore 
God and God, in the Text, cannot bear the 
ſame Senſe, unleſs Both be one and the 
lame Perſon Zebovah. But in anſwer to this, 
it is ſufficient to ſay, that jt can never be 

proved 
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proved that Jehovah is a proper Name 

of any Perſon, but as That Perſon is con- 
ſider d as having independent or neceſſary, 
Exiſtence: and then the Name muſt be com- 
mom to as many Perſons as exiſt neceſſarily, 
or independently; independently on the 
Will, or free Choice of Any. Beſides that 
it is certain that the Name belongs equally 
to Father or Son (as I ſhall ſhow pre- 
ſently) and therefore St. John might in- 
tend that the Father is 7ehovab, and the 
Son Fehovah too, and Both in the fame 
Senſe; while at the ſame Time by his tell- 
ing us that One was with the Other, He 
has ſufficiently ſignified that They are not 
the ſame Per ſon; but that Fehovah is a 
Name proper indeed to one Subſtance, or 
one Godhead, but common to more Perſons 
than One. I proceed then, | 


6. To obſerye, that St. Fohn did look 
upon God the Son as the true Zehovah 
And this alone is an irrefragable Argument 
of St. John's meaning in the Text before 
us. I ſhall firſt ſhow the Fact, and next 
make good my Inference from it. The 
Fact may be proved firſt from Chapter 12. 
verſe 41 of this very Goſpel. The Words 
are: Theſe Things ſaid Elaias when He 
ſaw his Glory (meaning Chriſt's Glory) 


and 
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and pate of Him. Now the place of 
Eſaias referr'd to, is Chapter the ſixth 
Which begins thus. pn 


T ſaw alſo the Lord ſitting upon 4 
Throne, high and lifted up, and his Train 
filled the Temple. Above it ſtood the 
Seraphims And one cried unto ano- 
ther and ſaid; Holy, Holy, Holy is the 
Lord of Hoſts, The whole Earth is full 
of his Glory. Here we are to obſerve 
that the Lord, which Z/azas ſaw in his 
Viſion, was the Jehovah, and Lord of 
Hoſts, which is of the ſame Signification 
with Lord God Almighty. Him it was, 
and His G/ory, which the Prophet ſaw. 
And that this was Chriſt, and that Glory 
Chriſt's Glory, St. 7ohr has before teſtified ; 
and therefore certain it is that God the 
Son is, in St. Fohn's Account, the Feho- 
vah, and Lord God Almighty. This rea- 
ſoning is in it ſelf, plain and ſtrong; and 
is beſides farther confirm'd by the * con- 
curring Sentiments of many Catholic Wri- 
rers. | 


* Euſebius in Loc. Athanaſius, p. 877. 889. Hilar. Trin, 

I. 5. c. 33. p. 873. Baſil. Contr. Eunom. |. 5. p. 115. 

Hieronymus in Loc, Epiphan. Ancorat. p. 15. 13. Jobius 

apud Phot. p. 605. Cyril. Hieroſol. Catech. 14. p. 202- 

Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 1. c. 12. p. 141. Ed, Bened. Greg. Nyſſ. 
Contr. Eunom. I. 2. p. 488. a 

A 


Serm. I. agerted from Jou. I 1. 31 
A late Writer endeavouring to elude 
the Force of this Text, deviſes this Con- 
ſtruction, that the Prophet, in beholding 
the Glory of God the Father, revealing 
the coming of Chriſt, He rhen /aw (that 
is | fore/ſaw) the Glory of Chriſt. But 
admitting that /aw, may ſignify fore ſau, 
(which however is a very needleſs Suppo- 
ſition; ſince it is certain that our Bleſſed 
Lord had as much G/sry, with the Father, 
before the World was, as ever He had 
after, Joh. 17. 5.) yet what occaſion is 
there to ſuppoſe the Father's Glory to 
have been principally ſpoken of, when 
St. John ſays plainly, it was Chriſts 
Glory, and that the Prophet ſpake of 
Him, vis. Chriſt? It is indeed faid, 
that Chriſt ſhall come in the Glory of bis 
Father (Matt. 16. 27.) But it is alſo ſaid, 
that He ſhall come in his own Glory? 
(Matt. 25. 31. Luk. 9. 26.) and ſit in the 
Throne of his own Glory? (Matt. 19. 28.) 
If then the Prophet ſaw indeed the Glory 
of the Father allo, it is becauſe the Glory 
of Both is one; and if the Father be the 
Lord of Hoſts, whom the Prophet ſaw, it 
is becauſe the Father and Son are one Lord 
of Hoſts: For, it is as certain, as Words 
can make ir, from what St, John ſays, that 
scrip. Doctr. p. 93. ad. Ed. 


the 


. 
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the Son's Glory was ſeen; and that He 
was the Jehovah of whom the Prophet 


e. If the Father was ſo too, we have 


a full and ſtrong proof, not only of the 
Son's being Jehovah, but of the Father 
and Son Both being comprehended under 
the ſame one Fehovah: And fo indeed 
* ſeveral of the Antient Fathers have inter- 
preted it. But That is not what I inſiſt up- 
on, now, my Argument not requiring it. 
It is ſufficient for me, that the Prophet 
ſaw, or foreſaw (no great matter which) 


the Glory of Jehovah, or Lord of Hoſts ; 


And it was the Zehovah, or Lord of Hoſts, 
that the Prophet ſpake of. That is, as St. 
John interprets it, He ſaw the Glory of 
Chriſt, and ſpake of Him: Chriſt there- 
fore is Zehovah and Lord of Hoſts; which 


was to be proved. 


There is a ſecond Paſſage, in this very 
Goſpel, which proves the fame Thing. It 
is Joh. 19. 37. Another Scripture ſaith, 
they ſhall look on Him, whom they have 
Pierced. The Scripture referr'd to is Zech. 
I2.10. where the Lord (Jehovah) is intro- 
duced ſaying, They ſhall look upon ME, 
whom they have pierced. The Perſon 


* Athanaſius, Bafil, Gregory Nyſſen, Ambroſe, Jerom , 
Epiphanius, before referr d 70. 
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pierced is Jehovah, and the ſame Perſon is 
Chriſt : Wherefore, by neceſſary Conſtruc- 
don and Implication, Chriſt is Fehovah. The 
Had being thus plain and clear, we are next 
co conſider the Inference from it. The Im- 

port of the Name 7ehovabh (according to 

the beſt Criticbs, Antient and Modern) is eter- 

nal, immutable, Neceſſary-Exiſtence. The 

Greek & gy, or 79 6y, taken from it, or an- 
IX ſwering to it, has been interpreted to the 
=X ſame Senſe, by Fews, Gentiles, and Chriſ- 
= 7:ans*. It would be tedious here to enter any 
WM farther into the detail of that Matter. It 
FR ſhall ſuffice to obſerve how the One trut 
, FRE Gadd inſiſts upon his being Fehovah, in op- 
\ FE poſition to all other Gods, glorying, in a 
. FE manner, and triumphing in it, as the diſ- 
tinguiſhing Character by which He would 
be known to be infinitely Superior to all 
the Gods of the Nations. 


Vx Ll N. 


1 am the Lord (Jehovah) that is my 
Name, and my Glory will J not give to 
Another, Ia. 42. 8. Againſt all the Gods 
/ Egypt I will execute Fudement, I am 
re Lord (Jehovah) Exod. 12. 12. Who 


* Vid. Petav. 5 Theolog. Vol. 1. I. 1. c. 6. | 
1 Appendix to the Conſiderations on Mr. Whiſton's Hiſtor. 
= ref. p. 101, and Part 2d. p. 2, 3. &c. 


D hath 
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hath told it from Time to Time, Have not 
T the Lord (Jehovah?) and there is no 
God elſe beſides me, a juſt God, and a 
Saviour; there is none beſides me, Ila. 
45. 21. J am the Lord ( Jehovah ) the 
God of all Fleſh: Is there any thing too 
hard for me? Jer. 32.27. I am the Lord 
(Jevonk) ) 1 change not, Mal. 3. 6. I an 
Lord (Jehovah) and there is none J | 
elſe: 1 1405 the Light and create Darl. 
neſs I the Lord (Jehovah) 40 al 
theſe Things, Ila. 45. 6, 7. I forbcar to add 
more Texts. Theſe are enough for a Specimen. © 
There's no giving a full and compleat Idez | | 
of this Matter, without tranſcribing a great | | 
part of the Old Teſtament. Now ſince the 
Title of Fehovah, is, in Scripture, a princi- 
pal Note of Diſtinction by which the true 
God was pleaſed to manifeſt Himſelf, and 
to ſet forth his own Superior Excellency in 
oppoſition to all pretended Deities: And | 
ſince St. John has given us to underſtand, 
that Chriſt is Zehovah, or Lord of Hoſts, | 
and conſequently poſſeſsd of all thoſe d. 
ſtinguiſhing Powers and Perfections which 
go along with that Title; the conſequence BY 
is evident and undeniable, that when the 
ſame St. Zohn tells us that the WORD wi 
God, He intended no nominal, or inferior 
Deity, but God in the true, ſtrict, and 
prope! i 


Fo n 


r + 8 n 8 
r ; ” 


e 
* = Jig * 


A* 


Serm. I. afſerted from Jon. I. 1. 35 


proper Senle, cternal, and immutable, of 
the fame Power, Nature, and Perfections 
with God the Father. I ſhall now briefly 
ſum up the Particulars of the Argument, 
that we may the more caſily take into 
one View the whole Strength and Force 


3 

4 | | : f 
- p : 

| | - ON -It 
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The Apoſtle has here told us, in a very 
ſolemn Manner, in the very Entrance upon 
his Goſpel, that the AS, or WorD, was 
God; the very mention whereof, accord- 
ing to the Scripture-Idea of God, and the 
prevailing Notions of Thoſe who lived in, 
and near, St. John's Time, carries with it, 
in its firſt and moſt natural Conception, all 
that is Good, Great, or Excellent: And ſo 
every unprejudic'd Man, upon the firſt read- 
ing or hcaring the Apoſtle's Words, would 
be apt to underſtand Him. He has inſert- 
cd no Guard or Caution to preyent any 
ſuch Conſtruction; But, on the contrary, 


has hardly omitted any thing that might 


tend to confirm and inforce it. The WorD 
was God, before He had any Dominion, 
before He had acted as Repreſentative of 
the Father; God, in the Beginning, before 
the World was, before there was any Crea- 
ture: God, by whom the World was made, 
and to whom every Creature owed its 
2; Ex- 
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Exiſtence; who coming into the World, came q | 


unto. his own, who is Fehovah and Lord of | 
Hoſts, the- ſame as xve;@ wrasloregroe, the 
Lord Almighty, and God over all: In ſuch 
a Senfe, and with theſe Circumſtances, the 
Worp is called God, in the very ſame 
Verſe where mention alſo is made of the 
Father with whom He was, and who is 
There called God, in the ſtrict and proper 
Senſe: All this put together amounts to a 
Demonſtration, that the Apoſtle intended 
no nominal or inferior God, by the Wor, 
but the true and living God, One with the 
Father, Co-cſlcntial and Co- eternal. Thus 
the firſt Chriſtians underſtood it; and thus 
the Cartholick Church has believed: And 
This is the Faith which we ought evermore 
earneſtly to contend for, as being once n 
ed to the Saints. 


I intreat your Patience but a little farther, 
juſt to take notice of a late pretence of an 
Arian Writer x. 


The 7eus, ſays He, and Gentiles, be- 
lieved in one God, underſtanding it of 
one Perſon only: Our Saviour, and his 
Apoſtles taught, that Chriſt was the Son 


* Modeſt plea Poſtſcript. p. 318, 
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of that one God: When therefore Chrift 
is alſo ſtiled God, Thoſe among whom He 
was firſt ſo ſtiled, would naturally under- 
ſtand it in the ſubordinate Senſe, as the 
Word Elohim in the Hebrew, @: in the 
Greek, and God in the Engliſh frequently 
ſignifies. | [ 


This is the Argument, and in this, the 
Author ſays, The ſim of the whole Con- 
troverſy is briefly compriſed. If this be 
really the Cafe, the Controverſy may be 
brought to a ſhort and clear Iſſue. By ſub- 

"X ordinate Senſe of the Word, God, The 

Gentleman means ſuch a Senſe in which 


n 


e Creatures may be Gods, and have been 
called Gods. I hope, I have ſufficiently 

# ſhewn that St. ohn could never intend 

any ſuch low Senſe, nor be ſo underftood 
by any Man of ordinary Attention, or com- 
mon Diſcernment. As to the Queſtion, 
how it would be underſtood by Thoſe who 
firſt heard it, it has been already derermin'd 
by plain Evidence of Fact. It appears certain- 
ly to have been underſtood in the ſtrict and 
proper. Senſe, as high as Tertullian, Cle- 
ment of Alexandria, Irenæus, Athena- 
= goras, that is, within ſixty or ſeventy 
8 cars of St. John's Writing: And I will 
| D 3 ven. 
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up to the very Time: For Ignatius had 
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venture to add Ignatius *, which brings it 
been well acquainted with St. 70%n Himſelf, 
having been once his f Diſciple. 


As to Fews or Gentiles, whatever ſhort 
or imperfe& Notions They had of God 
(tho it is a diſputable Point, whether They 
did not Both admit of ſome P lurality in 4 
the Deity) They are to come to Chriſtians 
to be more fully inſtructed; and we are 
not to be taught by Them, how we are to 
underſtand a clear and plain Goſpel. Hard 
muſt be our Caſe indeed, if we are to be 
ſent to Jews or Pagans to learn Chriſti- Þ 
anity. However, 7eus and Gentiles Both, 
(as many as came over to Chriſtianity, and FR 
did not ſide with Hereticks) Then at leaſt © 
corrected (or rather filld up what was | 
wanting in) their Ideas of their divine Unity, 
by their Faith in, and Profeſſion of one 
holy, undivided, and co-cternal Trinity, 
We have ſeen then, firſt, how St. John 
ought to haye been underſtood ; and next, 
how He actually was underſtood by Sober 

#* "Og weg ale he nv, © ty ride ant. 2 
ad Magn. c. 6, p. WY . f 
e auts My Aνν e, c > i; e C. 

: +; f 121% E51v,oa8%ix05 Te 3X mvdunlixts, Ye 9 ay 
ey S yevouluO» Oc, Ad Epheſ. c. 7. p. 14. 
+ Act, Martyr, 8, Ignat. c. 3. p. 49. 
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Men, and Thoſe that were the moſt com- 
petent Judges of his Meaning. What can be 
deſired more to cut off all farther Contro- 
verſy in this Article? | 


To Conclude : The Sabellians at this 
day, as well as formerly, are a ſtanding 
Evidence of the Strength and Force of 
thoſe two or three firſt Verſes of St. Fohr's 
Goſpel. For as They reje& the Catholicł 
Doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, only be- 
cauſe They think it repugnant to Reaſon 
ſo They reje& alſo the Arian Hypotheſis, 
becauſe They take it to be repugnant to 
Scripture, and particularly to. the firſt 
Chapter of St. John. They are ſenſible 
how abſurd it is to ſuppoſe ſo much to 
be ſaid of a Creature, and ſaid in That 
Manner, and with Thoſe Circumſtances : 
And therefore They interpret the whole of 
God the Father Himſelf. Thus They get 
over one Difficulty, but unhappily ſplit 
upon Another: And the Arians have as 
= plainly the Advantage in the point of Per- 
= /onality, as the Other have in Reſpect of 
the Divinity of the Worp. Happy might 
it be for Both, if, laying aſide Prejudice, 
They would contentedly ſubmit their Fan- 
cies to God's written Word; interpreting 
it according to its moſt obyious and natural - 
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Meaning, without labour 'd Subtilties, and 
artificial Gloſſes: Remembring always that, 
in Caſe of Doubt, there is no ſafer Guide 
to take with us, than the concurring Judg. 
ment of the Antients; nor any more Dan. 
gerous than Warmth. of Imagination, or a 
Love of Noyclties, 
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Chriſt properly CRE . TOR, 

OR 
CHRIST's DIVINITY 
PROVED FROM 
CREATION. 


The ſecond SERMON preached 
Ottob. 7. 1719. 


Joun TL. z. 


All Things were made by Him, and with- 
out Him was not any Thing made that 
was made, 


of the Apoſtle, but ſo far only as was 
neceſſary to give ſome Light to the 
Words going before, whereof I was then 
Diſcourſing. My deſign now is, to conſider 
them diſtinctly, as containing a farther 
Argument, independent of the former, to 
prove the real, eſſential Divinity of our 
Bleſſed Lord, by whom all Things were 
made, 


1 ** before took notice of theſe Words 
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made, and without whom was not any 
Thing made that was made. I have, in 
my former Diſcourſe, intimated the various 
Interpretations given of this Chapter, under 
the Names of Socinian, | Sabellian, Arian, 
and Catholick, ſuitably to their reſpeQive 
Schemes. Accordingly, theſe Words of the 
Apoſtle, in paſling through thoſe ſeye- 
ral Hands, have been ſhap'd and faſhion'd 
into ſo many ſeveral Conſtructions; tho 
One only can be the true One. The So- 
cinian will tell us, that all Things belong- 
ing to the Goſpel- State were regulated and 
modell'd by the Man Chriſt Feſus; that 


the moral World was reform'd and recti- 


fied by Him; and that the Apoſtle is not 
here ſpeaking of a proper, but a metapho- 
rical Creation. Next comes the Sabellian, 
who thinks that the Text is meant of the 
Creation of the natural World, and all 
Things in it; but then, not by the Man 
Chriſt Feſus, nor by any Perſon really 
diſtint from God the Father: All Things 
were made by Reaſon or Wiſdom, figura- 


tively put for God Himſelf; ſo that the 


Apoſtle intended not here any real Perſon 
beſides God the Father: Thus far the Sa- 
bellian. After Him ſucceeds the Arzan, 
who admits of a proper Creation, of the 


natural, not the moral World ; and admits 
| alſo 


— 
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alſo of a diſtin& Perſon, viz. The A837 ,, 
or Wonko, Himſelf a Creature: And He 
does not deny Him any Hand or Concern 
at all in the Creation; but endeayours on- 
ly to detract from Him, more or leſs, 
with great uncertainty. For, as I have 
before obſerved, That Sort of Men are al- 
ways fluctuating, hovering, and doubtful, 
not knowing where to fix upon any cer- 
tain Set of Principles. Sometimes * you'll 
find Them pretending that God the Son, 
properly ſpeaking, did not make or create 
any Thing at all; but that the Father on- 
ly was Creator, through Him. At other 
Times f They will not ſcruple to allow 
that the Son, by his own inherent Power, 
created all Things out of Nothing ; which 
is carrying the Point as high as any the 
Soundeſt Catholick can carry it: Only They 
add, by way of leſlening, that this was at 
the Command of the Father, who had ap- 
pointed Him Creator ; which however 
might bear a ſound and good Senſe. Be- 


He NA, N Aαν,ẽE] u Tg Mryorcc 57t eg relrrty en 
NA d αẽWu tytvelo T% YEvOEyc, Epiph. Ancorat. P. 33. 

Antequam faceret Univerſa, Omnium Futurorum Deus 
& Dominus, Rex & Creator erat Conſtitutus. Voluntate & 
Præcepto (Dei e Patris ſui) Cœleſtia & Terreſtria, Viſibilia 
& Inviſibilia, Corpora & Spiritus, ex nullis exſtantibus, ut 
eflent, ſua virtute fecit. Serm. Arianorum apud Aug. Tom. 8. 
p. 622. Ed. Bened. | 
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twixt theſe Extremities of High and 
Low (if I may ſo call them) amongſt the 
Arians, there is a-middle Way, and That 
alſo with a Latitude: Some think it e- 
nough for the Son to have created ſome 
Things only (ſuppoſe, what belongs to one 
Syſtem;) Others again, {underſtanding by 
creating, modelling only) apprehend it 
ſufficient, if He did but frame, model, or 

digeſt, what was already created to his 
Hand : Others laſtly, admitting Both, yet 
ſay, it was not by his ew Power, but the 
Power of the Father, always preſent with 
Him: Or that He had learn'd the Art of 
Creating by being bred up under the Fa- 
ther; which was the profane and wanton 
Suggeſtion of Aſterius, an Arian Sophiſt 
of the fourth Century *. There is no end 
of Fancies and Conjectures, when Men are 
once got out of the plain and open way of 
Truth. I ſhall not undertake particularly 
and ſcyerally to confute the Three Hypo- 
theſes, and the Interpretations built upon 
Them: But I ſhall proceed to lay down 
the Catholick Conſtruction; which if I can 
maintain and defend, the other drop of 
Courſe. The Catholic Doctrine is this: 
That the Son together, with the Father (al- 
ways including the Holy Ghoſt) was the 


* Athanaſ. Orat. 2. p. 496. 
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efficient Cauſe of all Things, the Creator 
ind Framer of Men and Angels, of Princi- 
palities and Powers, of the whole Univerſe. 


I ſhall therefore, in my following Diſcourſe, 
undertake theſe three Things. 


. I ſhall endeayour to ſhow that God 
* Son, a diſtinct Perſon from God the 
Father, is ſtrictly and properly efficient Cauſe 
and Creator of all Things. 


2. I ſhall conſider the Force of the Ar- 
gument ariſing from it, in favour of Chriſt's 
Divinity. 


3. I ſhall draw ſome ſuitable Inferences 
from the Whole. 


I. I ſhall endeavour to ſhow that God 
the Son, a diftin& Perſon from God the 
Father, is "ſtrictly and properly efficzent 
Cauſe and Creator of all Things. And 
here I ſhall diſtinctly conſider what Light 
we may have in this matter from the New 
Teſtament, and what from the Old, and 
what additional Confirmation from the de- 


clared Sentiments of the Primitive and Ca- 
tholick Church. 
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1. To begin with the New Teſtament) 
and firſt with the very Words of the Text: 
All Things were made by Him, and with- 
out Him was not any Thing made that 
was made. I have, in a former Diſcourſe, 
aſſerted the di/f;nt# Perſonality of the 


Aye, or WorD; ſhewing that the &a. 


bellian Interpretation of this Chapter will 
by no means bear: I ſhall occaſionally take 
notice of the Sabellian Pretences, in rela- 


tion to other Texts, as I come to treat of 


them. For the clearer underſtanding of the 
Text now under Conſideration, we may 
obſerve, that Cerinthus and other Hereticks 
(againſt whoſe pernicious Principles St. John 
is reaſonably believed to have wrote his 
Goſpel) had made a Diſtinction between 
the upper and lower World, pretending 
They had not One Author. Hence, very 
probably, it is, that the Apoſtle expreſſes 
Himſelf ſo particularly and emphatically in 
theſe Words (which might otherwiſe look 
like Tautology) and without Him was not 
any Thing made that was made. He had 
firſt told us, affirmatively, that all Things 
were made by the WorD; Then He re- 
peats, as it were, the ſame Thing over 
again, but negatively, that nothing was 
made without Him : That is, we are not 


to except any part of the Creation, not 
the 
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the inviſible Things above, which the He- 
reticks pretended to diſtinguiſh from the 
Other: All Things, viſible and inviſible, 
All, without Exception, were made by the 
Worp. I muſt here obſerve, that, after the 
Arian Controverſy aroſe, the Catholicks 
made good uſe of the latter part of this 
Text eſpecially, which is ſo very expreſſive 
and emphatical. The Arian Principle is, 
that the Son was the firſt Thing that God 
had made; and that God made Him, Ahe 
IId rug, immediately by Himſelf, without 
the Intervention of any other Perſon. 
Againſt this, the Catholicłs pleaded that 
nothing was made without the Interyention 
of the Son; the Apoſtle having emphati- 
cally declared, that without Him was not 
any thing made that was made: There 
was therefore nothing made aher, 
immediately by the Father, without the 
Intervention and Concurrence of the Son. 
Conſequently, the Son was not made at 
all, ſince it is abſurd to imagine that He 
intervened or concurr'd to the making of 
Himſelf; which would be the ſame as to 
ſay, that He exiſted before He exiſted, or 
was hrior to Himſelf. But I paſs on to what 
I delign. All Things were made by Him, 
ſignifies the ſame, as that He made all Things. 

Thus 
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Thus the * Antients have unanimouſly in- 


terpreted it, and the Idiom of the Language 


will undoubtedly bear it f. We find the 
Phraſe of d are, or I 85 Ta Tasla, by 
whom are all Things, nearly the ſame with 
what St. John here ſays of the Son, twice 


applicd to the Father Himſelf, (Rom. 11. 36, 


Hebr. 2. 10.) which effectually takes off 
any pretence the Arians can have, mcerly 
from the Force of the Prepoſition 2g, as 
if it were intended as a Note of Inferiority, 
when it is nothing more than a Note of 
Diſtinction. When Father and Son are 
join'd together (as 1 Cor. 8. 6.) Of whom 
is indeed applied to the Father, and 5) 
whom to the Son, to ſignify at once the 
Unity of Operation, and Diſtinction of 
Perſons, and withal ſome Priority of Order, 
as the Father is the Fountain of all, and 


* O&r0s W ti ap" ov © 7 S 3 , Oc. Juſt. 
Dial. p. 331. 

Hede af , „ dt aurer πει „Her. Athenag. p- 38. 

Verbum Dei per quod omnia facta ſunt, & quoniam Mun- 
dus proprius Ipſius & per Ipſum factus eſt, voluntate Patris 
Mundi enim Factor vere Verbum Dei eſt. Iren. p. 315. 

Fecit enim & Ipſe quæ facta ſunt per lum. Tertul. Contr. 


Prax. p. 504. 


Verbum autem Hoc illud eſt quod in ſua venit, & ſui eum 
non receperunt. Mundus enim per eum factus eſt, & Mundus 
eum non cognovit. Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, 
quomodo veniens in hunc Mundum, in Sua venit, cum Homo 
nullum Fecerit Mundum ? Novat. c. 13. p. 714, 715. 

+ See Petavius de Trin. I. 7. c. 17. p. 431. 


firſt 
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Firſt in Conception, whenever we think of 
the Deity. This is all that can be reaſon- 
IX ably infcrr'd from the Scripture- uſage of the 
& Prepoſitions : eſpecially if it be conſidered 
that under the ſame Latitude of Expreſſion, 
as al! Things are ſaid to be of the Father, 
ſo likewiſe al Things are ſaid to be by the 
on; conſequently the Operation of one 
is of cqual Extent with the Operation of 
the other; and indeed is but one Work of 

Both All Things then are made by the 
Lon, but in Conjunction with the Father; 
and the Father hath made nothing but in, 
and by the Son. This appears to be the 
true and full Senſe of the Text, in St. Yohn, 
E whereof I am now treating; and it is confirm'd 
by other paſſages of the New Teſtament, 
which I ſhall take in their Order. There 
is one occurring in the ſame Chapter, a few 
"XV crſcs lower. He was in the World, 
and the World was made by Him, and 
the World knew Him not: He came unto 
is own, and his own received Him not. 
v. 10, 11. Some have thought that by His 
gown, in this place, is meant only His own 
People, the Jets, as being of his kindred 
according to the Fleſh. But this can never 
Ibe the meaning of it. The Evangeliſt is 
Ihere (peaking of the A5, or Worp, an- 
Fecccdently conſider d, and now coming to 
> x | E Thoſe 
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Thoſe who were his own before He came 
to Them, before He took Fleſh upon 


Him. The Words immediately preced. | 


ing, vis. The World was made b 


Him, and the World knew Him not, 
make it probable that the Apoſtle was | 
not then thinking of the Jews only, | 
but of Mankind in general.” Beſides this, | 
it it worth the noting, that ſome Here. | 
ticks, in St. Johns Time, probably, s 
well as after, had a conceit that the Creator | 
of this lower World was ſeparate and dil | 
tant from the Supreme God, and tha ÞY 


Chriſt came not into a World of His own 
making, but into One that belong'd to 
Another. Now in Oppoſition to theſe and 
the like Chimerical Fancies, the Apoſile 
informs us, that the ſame Creator (that i; 
Chriſt in Conjunction with the Father) 
made every Thing; and that therefore when 
He came into the World, He came unto 
his own, his own Houſe, and Workman 


ſhip, this World being, by right of Creation, 


his. This Conſtruction is what Irenzus, 1 
very Antient Writer, gives of the Text *. The 
like Conſtruction is given of it by f Cl 


mens of Alexandria, Hippolytus, and NF? 


* Iren. p. 188. 315, 316. 
+ Clem. Alex. p. 882. Hippolyt. Contr, Noet, c. 12. p. 


14. Novatian, c. 13. 
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vatian, Writers of the ſecond and third 
Centuries. Some who interpret the Text 
of the: Jews, yet do not give this for the 
Reaſon, that the Fews were his own, as 
being akin to Him according to the Fleſp ; 
but as They were his peculzum *, his choſen 
People, and as He was in a more eminent 


manner their God: And ſo Cyril of Feru- 


ſalem ſeems to underſtand it f. Taking the 


Text cither of theſe ways, it affords us an 
Argument of the Son's being properly 
Creator. For if it be underſtood of the 
World in general, then it is manifeſt from 
the Words immediately preceding, that the 
Ta ia refers to his right of Creation, and 
that the World is called his own in That re- 
ſpect. Or if it be underſtood of the Fews, 
it will prove thus much, that They were 
his own, as They were His People, and 
He their God; and it will appear from the 
Old Teſtament, that the God of 1/7ael was 
the Maker of the World, the ſame that 
created Facob, and formed Iſrael, (Iſa. 43. 1.) 
and none elſe. If it be ſaid, that the Fews 
may here be called his own, as He was 
their promiſed Meſſiah, their Saviour and 
Redeemer ; That Conſtruction ſeems to be 
the leaſt probable of any: Firſt, becauſe 


* See Deut. 52. 
+ Cyril. Catech. 12. p. 152. 312. Ox. Ed, 


E 2 He 
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He was equally the Saviour of Mankind, 
and therefore there is no reaſon why the 


ews ſhould be called his own in that 
reſpect. And, ſecondly, becauſe, admitting | 
They might be called his own in that re. 
ſpe&, yet it could not have been ſo pro- 
perly ſaid of them, antecedently to the | 
Work of Redemption, before He had bought | 
Them at the Price of his Blood, and there- | 
by made Them his own. I conclude there. 
fore from this Paſſage, that whether it means FR 
the World or the Fews, They were his own Þ* 


in ſome higher reſpect; and That could be 
no other but as He was thcir Creator. 


The next Scripture I ſhall cite, ſhall be 
out of the Revelation, the Work of the 
ſame Apoſtle, whoſe Words I have been 
conſidering. Our Bleſſed Lord is There call- 
ed the *Aeyn, The Beginning (that is * Au 
thor or efficient Cauſe) of the Creation of 
God, Rev. 3. 14. This I mention as the 


moſt probable Conſtruction of the Place, f 
ſuitable to what I have before obſeryed 


* "A271 & views 3 Tegxalag)izy Ai vi x ax rie. 
Andr. Czfar. in loc. p. 20. | 

Non ideo fe principium Creaturæ dicit, quod ipſe ſt 
Creatura, {ed quod ab ipſo omnia {int creata, ut puta Arch 
tectus fecit domuxi. Berengaud. in loc. p. 511. | 
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from St. Johns Goſpel. Otherwiſe, I think, 
nothing can, with any certainty, be proved 
from this Paſſage alone, the word 'Azxyn, 
(which we render Beginning) being a Word 
of great Latitude, and capable of many 
Senſes. The Antients may afford us ſome 
Light in this Matter; not that I find this 
Text particularly explain'd or quoted by 
any of the carlicr Writers: But it is fre- 

quent with Them to apply the Name, 'Azyn, 
to God the Son; and They give this Ac- 
count of it: * He exiſted of and from the 
Father before all Things; He made all 
Things; and He governs all Things: And 

therefore is the *Agyn, the Head, or Be- 
7 gnning of all Things, or of the whole 
Creation. This, I preſume, may ſerve as 
the beſt Comment we can meet with, upon 
chis Text in the Revelation. I ſhall now 
proceed to other Texts of more clear and 


f certain Meaning: 1 Cor. 8. 6. To us there 
BY 7s but One God, the Father of whom are 
© WY all Things, and we in Him; and one 


d BY Lord Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
Things, and we by Him. Before I come 


*, 
* HT 2a Arx iris dr, mh & ee F- 
t * Towry X He d * TETUT WKEY 5 ra web" ecurhy am a J 
h. . Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. p. 669. 
Oord Azyelor ANαν 111 ,rt © ve maylur d - 
| 7 Nee: Jew", Theoph. Antioch, I. 2. 
m. Vid. Coloſſ. 1. 18. 
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to the Argument which I intend from this Bi 
Text, I may juſt take notice that Here ve 


find Father and Son cqually oppoſed to the 


Gods many, and Lords many. There is 
but one Lord to us, viz. Feſus Chriſt. 1s 


then the Father (who alſo is the Lord h 
whom are all Things, Rom. 11. 34, 36.) 


excluded among the Lords many ? God 
forbid. But Father and Son arc on: 
Lord. So likewiſe, to us there is but e 
God, viz. the Father. Is then the Son 


excluded among the Gods many? The 


Son, who, as the ſame St. Paul teſtifics, 
is over all God bleſſed for ever? (Rom. 
9. 5.) No certainly: But Father and Son 
are one God. Thus, and thus only, can 
St. Pauls rcaſoning, in that Chapter, be 
made to hang together: or otherwiſe He 
Himſelf has infallibly ſhown us that ther 
are o us two Gods and two Lords, at 
the ſame time that He intended to prove 
(ſee v. 4.) that fo us there is but one God, 
and owe Lord. The Truth is; St. Paul 
has not only hereby inſinuated to us, that 
Father and Son are one God and one Lord; 
but He has likewiſe intimated the Reaſon 
why, or on what account They are one. 
It is becauſe all Things whatſoever ariſe or 
flow from Both. Therc is nothing of thc 


Father, but b-the Son; nor any thing #7 
thc 
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the Son, but what is alſo of the Father: 
So that the Original of all Creatures is re- 
ferr d up to Both, as to one individual Foun- 
tain and Cauſe of their Exiſtence. The Father 
does not make one Thing and the Son another; 
but what the Father creates, the Son creates, 
for all Things are by the Son. Hence it is ma- 
nifeſt, that God the Son is Creator and Author 
of all Things, as well as the Father; nor 
would the Apoſtle have uſed the ſame Lati- 
tude of Expreſſion in reſpect of Both, (with- 
out any the leaſt Guard, Caution, or Excep- 
tion) had He not ſo underſtood it x. I find 
an Antient Writer, under the Name of Igna- 
tius, tho certainly later than Ignatius, 
concluding from this very Text that the 
Son of God created all Things. Who- 
ever the Author was, the Reaſoning is true 
and juſt, agreeable to other Scriptures, and 


Omnia enim per Filium ex nihilo ſubſtiterunt : & ad Deum 
ex quo omnia, ad Filium vero per quem omnia Apoſtolus re- 
tulit. Et non invenio quid differat, cum per utrumque opus 
fit virtutis ejuſdem. Si enim ad Univerſitatis Subſtantiam pro- 
prium ac ſufficiens Creaturis eſſet quod ex Deo ſunt; quid 
habuit neceſſitatis memoraſſe, quod quæ ex Deo ſunt per 
Chriſtum ſint, niſi quod unum idem eſt, per Chriſtum eſſe & 
ex Deo eſſe? Hilar. Trin. 1. 8. c. 38. p. 970. 


t nor reges Tarn; xricts, & ©4805 Ao os * Sa t olree 
ac / * .< » 7 P \ * \ > 84 \ 
Tr TFavid, AEYEH 1 0 AfA. fig Oro © rue, £5 Sr 


7&9) * D ers xu Ius X 245%, bY 8 14 Ar. Ignat. 


adſcript. Epiſt. ad Tarſ. c. 4. p. 106. Cotel. 
Vid. etiam Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 21. Athanaſ. Orat. 1. 
Contr, Arian, p. 124. Cyril. Hieroſol. Catech. 10. 
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_ 


to the unanimous Sentiments of the primitive 
Church. Some amoneſt us, of late, have af. 
feed very much ro ſay, that all Things were 
created through the Son, rather than by the 
Son. But They do not tell us the meaning 
of their quaint Diſtinction between By, and 
Through; nor indeed are They able, in the 


preſent Caſe, to make Senſe of it. Whether 


They ſay Through, or By, All comes to the 


ſame Thing, that the Father is Creator by the | 
Operation of the Son: That is, Both work | 
together (ny Father worketh hitherto, and | * 


T work; what Things ſoever He doth, Theſe: 
alſo doth the Son es 5. 17. 19.) 
The Operation is undivided, and the work 
One: * One Creation, and One Creator in 
all. But more of this in the Scquel. 


The next Paſſage, in order, is Ephel, 
3. 9. God who created all Things, by 
Feſus Chriſt, The Senſe of this muſt 
be the ſame with the former, and needs 
no: any farther Comment. The laſt words, 
by Feſus Chriſt, are obſerved to have been 
wanting in the moſt antient Copies; and 
are therefore probably preſumed to be an 
Addition to the Text. If fo, then this 


Me drt & NA Xews Fnutweynuuclh, © AAA res- with 


uber nus. Th e dic TS ys eme, r.; 


Cyril. Catech. 11. p. 143. Text 
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Text is nothing to our preſent Purpoſe. I 
ſhall only remark, that when this Text is 
away, thcre will be but one left, in the 
whole Scripture, where that particular Form 
of Expreſſion is uſed, of God's making the 
IVorld by the Son. And That is Jeb. 1. 2. 
By whom alſo He made the Worlds. 


The other Places, which make mention of 
the Son's creating all Things, run in a ſome- 
what different Stile; ſaying only, that the 
World, or all Things were made by Him; 
not that God made Them through, or by 
Him: which different Way of expreſſing 
the ſame thing, is worth the obſerving, to 
keep us from two Extremes: that we may 
not ſo interpret God's making all Things 
by the Jon, as to exclude the Son from 
being properly Creator; nor ſo interpret the 
Son's making all Things, as to forget that 
He is a Son, and as ſuch refers all to the Fa- 


ther, as the Head and Fountain of the Son 
Himſelf x. 


* The Anonymous Writer of Modeſt Plea, gc. continued, 
pretends that this Conceſſim of the Fathers being Head and 
Fountain, &c. overturns our whole Scheme (p. 39.) But He 
does not attempt to ſhow how. Dy, Clark and his Adherents have 
been called upon more than once, to make good their Conſequente 
from Subordination of Order to Inferiority of Nature. (Sce 
my Dcienſe &c. p. 300, 302, 447.) But this Writer, content- 
mg Hunſelf with throwing in two or three Extreſſims, as Ex- 
Planatory of che Father's being Head and Fountain, (which 


I paſs 
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I paſs on to a famous Paſſage in the firſt 
Chapter of the Epiſtle to the Coloſſians 
which runs thus. 


Who is the Image of the inviſible God, 
the Firſt-born of every Creature For by 
Him were all things created, that are in 
Heaven, and that are in Earth, viſible 
and inviſible, whether they be Thrones, 
or Dominions, or Principalities, or Pow. 
ers, all Things were created by Him, 
and for Him. And He is before all 
Things, and by Him all Things conſt 
(Coloſſ. 1. 15, 16, 17.) ſtrong, lively, and 
magnificent Expreſſions ; plainly intended 
of a Perſon, the Son of God juſt beforc 
mentioned, (v. 13.) ſo that here is no room 
for any Sabellian Pretences ; of a Perſon 
pre-exiſting before the World began, fo 
that here is as little left for the Socimzan; 
Iaſtly of a Perſon who was before all Cres 
tures, and made all Creatures, which 1s 
enough to ſilence the Arians. The lait 
Particular I am principally obliged to ſpeak 
to. In the Greek we have two Expreſ 
ſions, i airs, and dt aur, in Him, and 


are really not Explanatory, but a manifeſt perverting of ile 
Senſe) drops the toint which it concern d Him to ſpeak to. Tr = 
Objettion from Subordination, long ago deſpis'd out of the Mouth 
of Eunomius, will not grow conſiderable meerly by being rea 


by 


ed, without any thing new to inforee it. 
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by Him were all Things created; and alſo 
«ic arb for Him; the ſame Expreſſton 
which we find uſed of God the Father, 
probably, ( Rom. 11. 36.) and is There 
rendred to Him. So now we have found 
eig aire Ta Tavsla, as before oY ars Te 
Tila, equally applied to Father and Son. 
Such Expreſſions, ſo indifferently applied to 
Either, have a meaning; and did not drop 
by Chance from inſpired Writers. But to 
conſider the Paſſage more diſtinctly. 


In reſpe&t of the Words, Firſt-born of 
every Creature, our Tranſlation comes not up 
to the Force, or Meaning, of the Original *. 
It ſhould have been, Born (or begotten) 


* Möôvsg idias ids TH Otel ye ivnTal, AY 0G UTE UT&8 xo 
3 Tew/oToxos *% 0 uvaps. Juſtin, Mart. Ap. 1. p. 46. 

ITewroroxes TH ,v e 654. Ibid, p. 101. 05 x) Nανο 
rgονο av 709 Org *; Otog dg xd. Ibid. P. 123. Oed 
3, c Tov che TExVOY TEwT0T0X0) F za xTioudgrar, Dial. p- 
364. eee ren res Ott, — T 69 rdyre Twy zT(EuxTHY Ibid. 
P. 295. Touro 26 ovr! &T0 Tov erg g . vewnuz, 1g 
FAV (wv TW TOYLATWN Tuyyy To . Ibid. P- 187. leg r 
TW &TAw; Nιιν e bid. p- 375. 

It is ebſervable that Juſtin never ſays meg FT A h, 
rn, but, {imply and abſclutely, before all Creatures, clearly exempt- 
mg the Son from the Number of Creatures. 

erer Yernur Hive To Tarek, &% 606 nere e, &c. 

thenag. pag. 38. | 

nes vag Ti yyiveaot, Tourov eit Tvuognev, taure vav & 
@ 291470 217% r bt Ane © Ochs rorgon: dc Cunry- 
abo, TSTOVv Thy Anvyov e. FT 99P024a%9), Tew]ororoy ans 
rectus, & Theoph. Antioch. p. 129. 

Tiamagenitus conditionis, ut Sermo creatoris per quem 


before 
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ore the whole Creation *; as is manifeſt 
from the Context, which gives the Reaſon 


why he is ſaid to be mTewlirozos mans 


xTio«ws It is becauſe He is before all 
Things, and becauſe by Him were all 
Things created. So that this very Paſlage, 
which, as it ſtands in our Tranſlation, may 
ſeem to ſuppoſe the Son one of the Crea. 
tures, does, when rightly underſtood, clear- 
ly exempt Him from the Number of Crea- 
tures, He was before all created Being, 
and conſequently was Himſelf y7created, 
exiſting with the Father from all Eternity. 
But this by the way only, the better to in- 
troduce what I have to obſerve tarther 
from this Paſſage. Creation is here aſcribed 
to the Son in very full, clcar, and expreſſive 
Terms. All Things: Not ſublunary Things 
only, Not this inferior Syſtem, but 4 


omnia facta ſunt. uomodo ante omnia, ſi non pri- 
mogenitus Conditionis, fi non Sermo Creatoris? Tertul. 
Contr. Marc. I. 5. p. 486. 

Primogenitus omnis creaturæꝛ quoniam Secundum 
Divinitatem ante omnem Creaturam ex Patre Deus Sermo 
proceſſit. Novat. c. 16. 

Ilzw]oroxey THING KTITEWS, 09 timvuy EvTovla THv 4 
7e¹⁰¹⁰ ννοο, & , . Conſtit. Apoſtol. * 7. c. 41. 

Theſe Paſſages are ſufficient to ſtom how +915 10:0, was ut- 
derſtood by the earlieſt Chriſtian Writers, If the Reader deſires i0 
fee it ſtill farther explain d, He cannot conſult a better than tht 
great Athanaſius. Orat. 2. Contr. Arian. p. 530, Oc. 


See Joh. 1. 30. Tewros A 75 
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Things, whether aboye or below, that are 
in Heaven, and that are in Earth: Not 
inanimate Things only, or the Inhabitants 
of this Globe, but alſo what is remote and 
diſtant ; all Things viſible and inviſible; 
and not only all rational Creatures of an 


inferior Rank and Order, but the very high- 


eſt Orders of Angels or Archangels ; whe- 
ther there be Thrones or Dominions, 
Principalities or Powers; They are all 
created in and by Him: not only fo, but 


for Him, or to Him; He is the final as 


well as efficient Cauſe; as much as to ſay, 
that They are made for his Service and 
for his Glory, the ultimate End of their 
Creation. And that it may not be ſuſ- 
pected, that They have their depen- 
dance upon Another and not upon Him; 
or that in Him They do not live 
and move and hold their Being ; the 
Apoſtle adds farther, that by Him all 
Things conſiſt. He is not Creator only 
once, but perpetual Creator, being the 
Suſtamer and Preſerver of the whole Uni- 
verſe. 


Is this the Deſcription of a Creature? 
Or can any Thing be ſaid higher or ſtronger 
cyen of God the Father, to ſignify his be- 
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ing properly Creator and Preſeryer of the 


World * ? 


I go on to Hebr. 1. 2. where it is ſaid by 
whom (Chriſt) He (God) made the Worlds: 
to which is ſubjoin d that He is 4Twyacua 
the Brightneſs (or Effulgency) of his Glory, 
and the expreſs Image of his Perſon, 


aud upholdeth all Things by the word of 


his Power, v. 3. which I ſhall leave with. 
out farther Comment, to be interpreted 
from what hath been ſaid before, that 1 
may the ſooncr come to another Pa- 
ſage in the ſame Chapter, ſo full and ſtrong 
that all the Wit of Man can deviſe no way 


_ to clude it. 


- * The Author of Modeſt Plea cc. continued, is pleaſed u 
ſay (p. 36.) that it is a mean thing to confound the unlearned 
eader, with the Ambiguity of the Terms Creator and 
Preſerver. I hope, He had not cunſidem d how plainiy the Serip- 
ture has taught, what He thinks it ſo mean to ſay; nor how 
frequent it was with the early Fathers, as high as the frond 
Century, to thoſe very Titles expreſly to God the Son, Thi 
was the 3 — Lan Prey ſo much that the old 
Arians, and even Eunomius Himſelf (See Baſil. Contr. Eunom. 
1. 2. p. 5B.) did not refuſe to file the Son Creator. Orher Arians 
ſerupled not to ſay Chriſtum colimus ut Creatorem (Vid. Maxim. 
apud Auguſt, p. 663. Ed. Bened.) we worſhip Chriſt as Cret- 
tor. If this Writer had but as Honourable Thoughts of God ile 
Son, as the generality of the Antient Arians had, He could nt 
Jn fault with theſe or the like Exfreſfions : I He has not, J 
eave Him to reflect how mean a thing it is to pretend to exceed 
eren the moſt refined Arianiſm, and at the ſams Time to adm 


the Groſſeſt. 7 
V1 
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Thou Lord in the Beginning haſt laid 
the Foundation of the Earth, and the 
Heavens are the Works of thine Hands. 
They ſhall periſh, but Thou remaineſt: 
go They all ſhall wax old as doth a Gar- 
ment; and as a Veſture ſhalt Thou fold them 
up, and They fhall be changed : but Thou 
art the ſame, and thy Tears ſhall not 


fail. 


In the firſt place, we may obſerve, that 
here the Sabelhzan Pretences are fully ob- 
viated. The Characters are all plainly per- 


ſonal, both in this Chapter, and in the 


Pſalm from whence this is quoted. The 
Socinian Subtilties about the Renovation of 
the Moral World, are as light and empty 
as the other: The Words are as expreſs as 
the firſt Chapter of Geneſis, for the Ma- 
terial Earth, and Heavens: Beſides that it 
can never be explain d how the new Crea 
tion and moral World ſhall wax old as 
doth a Garment, or be folded up as a Veſ- 


ture, or be changed and periſh. The 


Artan can deal no better with this Paſſage, 
than Either of the two Former. It is the 
fehovah, and God of Tſrael, who is here 
ſpoken of, as is plain from the Pſalm 
whence this is taken, and it is now applied 
by the Sacred Writer to Chriſt, The Hea- 

TY Vens 
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vens are here ſaid to have been the Yorks 

his Hands, and He it was (it is not ſaid Ano- 
ther through Him) that /aid the Foundation 
of the Earth. Here are none of the Prepo- 
fitions en, or Ag, by, or through, to criticize 
upon. Thoſe Pretences, however ſerviceable 


at other times, can have no place here. If 


therefore either plain and ſtrong Words have 
any Senſe, or Scripture any Weight, God the 
Son is, and muſt be Creator, properly and 
ſtrictly ſo, maugre all the Endeavours of weak 
and vain Men to the contrary. | 


Sceing then that this Paſſage is ſo full 
and clear, that neither Socinians, Sabel. 
lang, nor Arians, can any way work it 
into any of their Schemes, what muſt be 
done next? * Some of Them haye been 
willing to think, and bold enough to fay, 
that theſe fourVerſcs were fraudulently added, 
and were not originally a part of this Epi- 
file. But all the Copies, and antient Ver. 
ſions of this Epiſtle retain theſe four Verſes; 
ſo that any pretence of Forgery or Inter- 
polation does but expoſe the Man that 
makes it, and the Cauſe that needs it. The 
laſt pre tence is, that this Paſſage is intend- 


ed of God the Father, and got of Chriſt, 


* Tudgment of the Fathers, p. 30, 7 | 
ut 
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But the whole Context, and the whole 
Scope and Drift of the Author, in citing 
theſe Verſes, are ſufficient to confute that 
Conceit *: nor would any one, that has not 
an Hypotheſis to ſerve, ever fuſpect that 
W the Words were intended of any other but 
= Chri/#, to whom They are ſo manifeſtly 
applied. Thus was the Paſſage underſtood 
W (and never otherwiſe that I know of) in the 
fourth and fifth Centuries, and cited in 
proof of Chriſt's being properly Creator 
not only by f Athanaſius, Ambroſe, Auſtin, 
( hry/oſtom, and Cyril of Alexandria, but 
| F Eby the elder Cyril too, who has been gene- 
rally Thought a very moderate Man, and 
not much a Favourer of Athanaſius, tho 
b 
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He retain'd the ſame Faith. But enough 
of this: From what hath been ſaid it ap- 

„ pears now plainly and undeniably, that God 
„che Son is properly Creator of the World. 
It was He that /aid the Foundation of the 
„Earth, and the Heavens are the Works of 
bis Hands. If there be any doubt in reſpect 
„of the other Texts, as not being full and 


it 

* See Defenſe of ſome Queries, p. 95: x7 
e H Athanaſ. Tom. 1. —_ 461. 685. Tom. 2. pag. 16. 
I- Chry ſoſt. in Joh. p. 44. Cyril. Alexand. Theſaur. p. 126. 20%. 
ſt. Cyril. Hieroſol. Catecheſ. p. 22 1. Pſeudo-Juſtin. p. 296. Ed: 


2 Sylburg. Ambroſ. de Fid. 1. 5. c. 2. 1 Contr; Maxim. 
1.2. p. 741. Greg. Nyſſ. Contr. Eun: l. 4. p. 542. 


at q F expli⸗ 
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explicite enough, there can be none in re. 

ſpect of this: So that, at length, we ſee 
„ Scripture it ſelf has put an end to the 
5 Diſputes about the Prepoſitions è and 4 
lh Ns, In, By, or Through, and ſhow 
that all the Criticiſms of our Adverſaric 
about Them, if intended to prove that God 
the Son is not properly Creator, are ground. 
leſs and falſe. But if any thing elſe be in 
tended, they are not pertinent to the Caut 
in Hand. | | 


is I may here obſerve to you farther, by 
. the way, that thoſe Gentlemen who u 


2 


ft treat to That Subterfuge, that They my 
[JR appear at leaſt to have ſomething to fx 
* do not Themſelves know diſtinctly wir 
. They mean by it. Is it that God mat 


WEI 


| the World by Chriſt, as He wrought ſt 
Kt cial Miracles by the Hands of Pau 
5 (Ads 19. 11.) Is the Father in ſuch a Seit 


„ the efficrent, and the Son the miniſtril 
Tx Cauſe? They do not, * They dare not fi. 


it. For, beſides this plain Text, out d 


* Dr. Clarke, indeed, ſays (Script. Doctr. p. 269. 2d. E | 
that the Son created the World by the Power of the Fate“ 
Gut He does not deny that He created it by his own Pow 
That would be tco plainly running Counter to Scripture and l, 
Ih whole Catholick Church ; and betra ing meaner Thoughts of Chri 
"FW than the generality of the antient Arians appear to have had. & 
4330 above, p. 43. 
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the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, directly againſt it, 


1 They cannot but know that the whole Catho- 
ict Church, down from Barnabas, (that is, 
X from the days of the Apoſtles) were of ano- 


ther Mind; that even Origen and Euſebius, 
their two favourite Authors, would condemn 
Them; and that the Soberer Arians Them- 
ſelves were ſo far Orthodox, as to allow a pro- 
per efficiency to the Son, in the Work of 
Creation, Scripture and Tradition running 
clear and ſtrong for it. Since therefore a pro- 


1 per Efficiency muſt be admitted, what can 


They pretend next? That the Son's Effici- 
ency reach'd not ſo far, was not of the 
ſame extent, as the Fathers? But here 
Scripture, expreſs Scripture, comes in, and 
precludes every pretence of this Nature. 
All Things were made by Him, ſays St. 
John (Joh. f. 3.) not a ſingle Thing with- 
out Him: All Things, ſays St. Paul (Eph. 
3. 9.) and again 4 Things By the Son, 
the /ame, and therefore as many Things 
as of the Father (1 Cor. 8. 6.) and again, 
All Things viſible and inviſible &c. Coloſſ. 
1. 16. If therefore a proper Efficiency, 


i and of the ſame extent, muſt be allow- 


ed, what will our Adverſaries alledge far- 
ther to leſſen it? Will they ſay that it is 


not the ſame in kind? That the Father, 


2 for 
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for Example, created; the Son only framed 
or modelled ? But neither will this pretence 
ſerye any better than the former: For then 
it would not have been ſaid that the Father 
made or created the World, or all Things, 
by his Son, but framed and modelled only. 
And yet we have every Word applied in 
this Caſe, that can be ſuppoſed to carry 
any Weight or Significancy ; wavla zy ide, 
ſays St. Zohn, all Things were made, not 
framed or modelled only. Or if zTi{av, to 
create, be ſtronger, urd Va wwrioon, all Things 
were created, twice over by St. Paul, Coloſſ. 
I. 16. Or if word be imagined to ſignify 
ſomething more, we Have that word alſo, 
ff 8 Ts alivas t roinoev, By whom alſo He made 


the Worlds, Hebr. 1. 2. 


If then the Son's Efficiency be proper, 
and of the fame extent, and of the ſame 
kind with the Father's, let our Adverſaries 
tell us what They would have next? 
They will ſay ſtill, the Son is ſabordinate. 
Right; And ſo long as They take the 
other Conſiderations along with it, that 
He is efficient in a proper Senſe, in the 
ſame ind, and in the ſame extent, as 
the Father is, we ſhall not diſpute the Point 


of Subordination with Them. The Father 
15 
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is primarily Creator, as the firſt in Order, 
the Son ſecondarily, as ſecond in Order ; 
and They are Both one Creator, as They 
are One in Nature, in Power, and in 
Operation. This is the Catholick Faith, 
which was before Arianiſin; and will be 
after it. 


Thus far I have proceeded in the Proof 
of my Poſition from the New Teſtament : 
And there is no farther need of any O- 
ther. But ſince the Antients have alſo 
made uſe of ſeveral Texts of the O 
Teſtament, it will be proper to take a 
ſhort view of Them alſo; not ſo much 
to confirm what has been before proved 
and wants no Confirmation, as to explain 
and illuſtrate it ſomething | farther, and 
withal to give us a clearer Idea of the 
Sentiments of the primitive Writers on this 
Head. 


In the firſt Chapter of Geneſis, v. 26% 
God is introduced, ſpeaking in the plural 
Number, Let us make Man, in oux Image, 
after our Likeneſs. This Text has been 
underſtood of Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, 
(or at leaſt of Father and Son) by the 
whole Stream of Chriſtian Writers, down 

F 3 from 
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from the Times of the Apoſtles. The 
Chriſtians were not Singular in thinking that 
the Text intimated a plurality. The Fews be- 
fore, and after, believed ſo too; as appears 
from Philo, and Juſtin Martyr's Dialogue 
with Trypho the Few; only They interpreted 
the Text of God and his Angels, which the 
Chriſtians underſtood of the Perſons of the 
Trinity. Juſtin Martyr and Others made 
very good uſe of it againſt the Fews, obſery- 
ing how abſurd it was to ſuppoſe that Angels 
could be join'd in that manner with God 
the Father, and be able to create Man, or 
any Thing, 


Thus far at leaſt we may infer from their 
manner of uſing this Text, and their Reaſon» 
ings upon it, that the Chriftian Church, in 
general, believed Father, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt to create, as it were, in concert, and 
every Perſon of the Trinity to be properly 


Creator. 


This will appear farther from another 
Text of the Old Teſtament, which They 
cite very frequently, to the ſame purpoſe. 
It is Pfal. 33. 6. By the Word of the Lord 
were the Heavens made, and all the 
Hoſts of them by the Breath of his 

Mouth: 
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Mouth: Or, as it may be underſtood, by 
his Worp, and by his SpRIT. This me 
interpreted of the A5, or WorD, which 

t. John ſpeaks of, and of the Ho- Ghoſt. 
Which Interpretation * obtain d very early 
in the ſecond Century; and was generally 
received afterwards. It muſt indeed be pre- 
ſumed that Thoſe early Writers would not 
have intirely founded any Doctrine of that 
Moment, on Texts ſo very capable of another 
Conſtruction. But having already imbibed 
the Principles of Chriſtianity from the New 
Teſtament and Catholick Tradition, They 
calily believed that Thoſe Texts intended 
ſuch a Senſe, when They knew from other 
Evidences, that That Senſe was a Truth, 
whether taught there or no. 


Here again, I muſt obſerve, that whe- 
ther the Text of the Pſalms, proves any 
thing or nothing to the point in Hand, 
its being uſed formerly, in fayour of ſuch a 
Doctrine, ſhows that That Doctrine was 


* Th-oph. Antioch. p. 21. Ox. Ed. Irenæus, p. 98. 183. 
Ed. Bened. Hippolyt. Contr. Noet. c. 12. p. 14. T 
Contr. Prax. c. 7. p. 503. Origen. in Joh. p. 43. Euſeb. 
præp. Evan. 1. 7. c. 12. l. 11. c. 14. in Pſ. p. 125. Athanaſ. 
| hy > Baſil, Contr. Eunom. 3. p. 82. 110. Greg. 

(azianz, Orat. 44. 45 714. Epiph. Ancorat. p. 29. Pſeudo- 
Juſtin. Expoſ. Fid. p. 296. Sylb. Ed. Pſeud-Ambroſ. de 
Symb. Apoſt. 1. 6. p. 324. Ed. Bened. 


F 4 Then 
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Then received; and was the Faith of the 
Church. 


There are two Texts more out of Pſalms, 
which I may put together, being Both of the 
ſame Import and Significancy, Pſ. 32. 9. He 

ake and it was done, He commanded and it 

ſtood faſt. The other is Pſal. 148. 5. He com. 
manded, and They were created. 


Theſe the * Antients underſtood of the 
three Perſons. The Father being ſuppoſed 
to iſſue out his Orders or Commands for 
the Creation, and the Son and Holy-Ghoſt 
to execute or fulfil Them. This Notion 
f obtain'd among the Ante. Nicene and 
Poſt-Nicene Writers; and ſeems to have 
been grounded chiefly upon thoſe two Pal- 
ſages out of the P/ahns, and ſome os 
ſions in the firſt Chapter of Geneſis *. 
What led the Fathers to take the more 


* Irenzus, p. 118. 183. 169. 288. Epiſt. Synod. 1 
Labb. Tom. 1. p. $45. Orig. in Joh. p. 18. 61. Contr. Cell. 
p- 63. 317. 79. Euſeb. Præpar. Evang. l. 7. c. 12. in Pſal. 
p. 125. Athanaſ. p. 216. 499. Cyril. Catech. 1 1. p. 143. 147. 
Hilar. de Trin. 1. 4. p. 837. 

+ Irenæus, I. 4. c. 38. p. 285. Hippolytus Contr. Noet, p. 
16, Baſil. de Sp. Sanct. c. 16. Cyril. Hieroſol. p. 146. Ox, Ed. 
Hilar. p. 325. 837, 840. Athanaſ. p. 216, 499. See others cited 
in Petav. |, 2. c. 7. p. 141. 

Vid. Tertull. Contr, Prax. c. 12. p. 06. Hilar. de Trin. 
J. 4. Þ, 836. Athanaſ. Orat, 2. p. 499. 


notice 
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notice of thoſe places, was the ſingular 
ule they might be of in their Diſputes with 
Jews and Hereticks. The eus denied 
the Divinity, or rather, the diſtinct Perſo- 
nality of the A5 G, or Wok D. They were 
not to be confuted out of the New Teſta- 
ment, (which was of no Authority with 
the Jews) but out of the Old, which Both 
Sides equally admitted. Hence it became 
the more neceſſary to ſearch the Old Teſta- 
ment for Proofs of the Divinity or di- 
ſtin&t perſonality of Chriſt, Now, it was 
thought that no Perſon would be introduced 
as giving out Orders or Commands to Him- 
ſelf, but that ſuch Expreſſions denoted a 
plurality of Perſons. Who then could 
theſe other Perſons be that received the 
Commands? They could not be Angels or 
Archangels : Why ? Becauſe the Orders 
were ſuch as no Angels could execute *. 
They were Orders to create Man, and the 
* Ou, rig 1 vu Ae youtpn u ο,t6ss deyprlitd, ,“ 
4% tyw αννοο, eivati, 4 01 Crtiry; diddoxanc dandatai du 
5 Aline Taryey, & ir AfA woinuc % W o@ud A 
Yewretor. AN Tre T0 TH h Fee mogonndtr fornua, 
FT 09 nuy)wy T woinuaruy ovyiy TH Waleh, rr vie meg 
Tome (fort. 697 wui as) Juſt. Dial. P. 187. Jebb. 
=——T'antus Deus, & ipſe eſt qui per ſemetipſum conſtituit 
f & elegit & adornavit, & continet omnia Non ergo 
d Angeli fecerunt nos nec nos plaſmaverunt, nec Angeli potu- 
erunt Imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis præter verbum 
x Domini, nec Virtus longe abſiſtens a Patre Univerſorum. 
Nec enim indigebat Horum Deus ad faciendum quz Ipſe 
EY whole 
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whole Univerſe. None leſs than God's 
own Son and Holy Spirit could be equal 


to ſuch a Charge. There are therefore two 


divine Perſons, or at leaſt One, beſides the 
Father. This was their Argument from 
the Old Teſtament againſt the Fews. They 
had, beſides, almoſt the like occaſion to 
make uſe of the very ſame Argument a- 
gainſt Heretichs; againſt the Sabellians 
eſpecially, and ſometimes Arians. For, as 
many as had a mind to prove that the Per- 
fon of the Father, and He only, was God, 
were wont to plead that Moſes and the 
Prophets knew of no other rea/ Perſon that 
was God beſides Him; quoting Deut. 6. 4. 
(Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord our God is 
one Lord:) and other Paſſages of the Old 
Teſtament of like Import. Had this pre- 
tence been true, it would not have weaken'd 
the Belief of a Trinity of Perſons, found- 
ed upon a fuller and clearer diſcovery made 


prædeſinierat fieri, quaſi Ipſe ſuas non haberet manus. Adeſt 
enim ei Semper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & Spiritus, per quos, 
& 1m quibus omnia libere & ſponte fecit, ad quos & loquitur 
dicens Faciamus Hominem, &c. Iren. |. 4. c. 20. p. 253. 

Nihil in totum Diabolus invenitur feciſſe, videlicet cum & 
1 ſit Dei, * & reliqui Angeli. Iren. 
p- 2 
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by the Goſpel. But They thought there 
were ſufficient, (tho in ſome meaſure o. 
ſecure) Intimations given of a plurality of 
real Perſons in the Old Teſtament ; and ac- 
cordingly They alledged thoſe Texts which 
I have mention'd, and Abundance more too 
tedious to recite; inſiſting upon it, that 
Moſes and the Prophets had aſſerted a plu- 
rality of une Perſons; and that notwith- 
ſtanding their Doctrine of the Unity of 
God, They had actually applied the Titles 
of God, Lord, Fehovah, &c. to more Per- 
ſons than One; and that it was not the Fa- 
ther ſingly, but He, and his Son, and Holy- 
Spirit that created the World. The laſt 
particular (as I have before obſerved) They 
inferrd from the Texts which I have here 
cited out of the Pſalms, and from others 
of like Import. I have dwelt the longer 
upon this matter, becauſe ſome Perſons, up- 
on their firſt reading of the Ante. Nicene 
Fathers, (meeting with thoſe Paſſages where 
the Father is ſaid to have commanded, and 
the Son to have executed his Orders) are 
apt either to be offended at them, or to 
draw ſtrange Concluſions from them: not 
conſidering that ſuch Men as Athanaſius, 
Baſil, and Cyril, made no ſcruple of Them, 
underſtanding very well what ſuch Expreſ- 
ſions meant, at that Time, and with what 

view 
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view They were intended *. The Patrons 


of Arianiſm will never be able to ſerve 
their Cauſe at all by Them. They would 
indeed gladly infer, that ſince the Father is 
introduced as commanding, and the Son as 


fulfilling, that therefore the Son was ſup- 


poſed of an inferior Nature to the Father. 
But if they pleaſe to take a vicw of the 
whole Argument, as it ſtands in the pri- 
mitive Writers, they will find that the very 
Contrary is the Truth. For the Argument 
is this: The Father is repreſented in Scri- 
pture as giving out Commands for the Crea- 
tion of the Univerſe: No inferior Perſon, 
no Angel, or Archangel, no f Creature 
whatever could be equal to the Office, or 
able to execute thoſe Commands: Therefore 
there muſt be ſome other Perſon or Perſons, 
diſtincdt from the Father, and Superior to 
all Creatures; and Thoſe are his Son, and 
his Holy-Spirit. Thus we ſee, that the 
primitive Writers proceeded upon a Sup- 
poſition directly oppoſite to what the 
Arians pretend: For had They ſuppoſed 
the Son and Holy-Ghoſt to be Creatures, 
there had been no Force at all in their Ar- 


* See the meaning of them clearly open d and ex lain d by Atha- 
naſius. Orat, 2. p. 499. 
I See the Dnorations from Irenæus eſpecially, 


gument; 


— * 8 3 N F > FRI 7 * 


Serm. II. proved from CREATION. 77 


gument; nor could They, in that way, 
have proved that there was any Son, or 
 Holy-Ghoſt at all. But admitting that the 
Work of Creation was too big for any 
Creature, and admitting at the ſame Time 
that there were other Perſons, beſides the 
Father, who created the World; the Con- 
ſequence is very clear, that there are more 
divine uncreated Perſons than One; and 
thus the Doctrine of a Co eternal Trinity 
is eſtabliſh. 


I muſt intreat you to obſerve, that I do 
not take upon me to maintain the whole 
Premiſes, which thoſe Ancient Writers went 
upon. I think the Argument from thoſe 
Texts is barely probable : I do not appre- 
hend that a plurality of Perſons can cer- 
tainly be inferrd, meerly from ſuch Forms 
of Expreſſion, where the Father is ſaid 
to have commanded, and Things were creat- 
ed. The Stile is not improper or unſiuit- 
able (as I humbly conceive) tho' the Fa- 
ther were ſuppoſed the only Perſon con- 
cern'd in Creating. It is a handſome way of 
expreſſing that, to Will, or to Do, is with 
God one and the ſame Thing. All that I 
intend is, that the Fathers who made uſe 
of that way of Reaſoning, bclieyed 82 
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God the Son was properly Creator (other- 
wiſe there's neither force nor pertinency in 


their Argument) and properly 4zvine. As 
to the Argument it ſelf, They had no need 


of it, but in occaſional Diſputes, where it 
might be of ſome Service, ad Homines 
at leaſt; or where the New Teſtament- 
Proofs, on which They chiefly grounded 
their Doctrine, could not be admitted 
at all. 


I ſhall now juſt give you a brief Sum- 
mary of the Doctrine of the primitive 


Church, in this Article, and then take my 


leave of you, for this Time. They believed 
that Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt were 
diſtinct Perſons, and all jointly concern d 
in the Creation of the World; not as many 
Creators, but as one Creator; not dividing 
the Work into Parts, but as concurring in 
ou Whole, and in every Part. Man, and 

Man, was ſuppoſed the Creature of 


the whole Trinity: And fo alſo the Uni- 


verſe, and every part of the Univerſe, was 
believed to be the Creature of All; there 
being no Creatures of the Father's but 
what were likewiſe Creatures of the Son, 


and of the Holy-Ghoſ?. Yet They admit- 


ted ſome Diſtinction in the manner of 
Opera- 
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Operation, reſerving to the Father, as firff 
Perſon, ſome fort of pre-eminence in every 
Thing. He was primarily conſider d as CW. 
ator by the Operation of the Son, and of 
the Holy- Spirit; but without excluding Them 
from a proper Efficiency. So far from it, 
that They choſe rather to repreſent the Fa- 
ther as Willing or Deſigning, and the two 
other Perſons, as Acting and Executing; 
contributing, as it were, but in Subordina- 
tion to One Head, to the Beginning, the 
Growth, and the Perfection of every Work. 
They ventured no farther, nor was it pro- 
per to indulge Imagination in a Matter ſo 
ſublime, and above the Comprehenſion of 
Men, or Angels. It is ſufficient to know, 
that the Creation was the Effect of three 
Perſons, whoſe Operations were undivided, 
as their Nature and Eſſence is; and whoſe 
Powers, Perfections, and Glory are One. 
But I muſt not anticipate what more pro- 
perly belongs to my ſecond Head of 
Diſcourſe. 


Having ſhown from Scripture, that God 
the Son is ſtrictly and properly Creator, of 
Men, of Angels, and of the whole Uni- 
verſe; I am next to conſider the Force of 
the Argument deducible from it, in —_ 
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already taken up the full Time allow- 


of Chriſt's Divinity. But the firſt Part ha- 
able in Diſcourſes of this Nature, I muſt be 


content to defer the Remainder to another 


Opportunity. 
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CH RIST's DIVINITY 
PROVED FROM 
CREATION. 


The third SERMON preached 
Nov. 4. 1719. 


JokN I. 3. 


All Things were made by Him, and with- 
out Him was not any Thing made that 
was made. 


N diſcourſing on theſe Words, I propoſed | 
Three Things : 


1. To ſhow that God the Son, a diftin&t 
Perſon from God the Father, is ſtrictly and 
properly Creator, and efficient Cauſe of all 


Things, 
G i 2. To 


82 CurisTs Divinity Serm. Il. 
2. To conſider the Force of the Argu- 


ment ariſing from it, in favour of Chriſt's 
Divinity. | 


3. To make ſome Reflections and Ob- 
ſervations upon the Whole, for our farther 
Improvement. 
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I had then no more Time than was ne- 
ceſlary to be taken up in making good my 
firſt Poſition : Which, I hope, I have clear- 
ly ſhown to be founded in expreſs Words 
of Scripture, and confirm'd all along by the 
unanimous Suffrage of Cathohck Antiquity. 
The two Remaining parts I reſerved for the 
Subject Matter of our preſent Meditations. [ 
proceed then to my ſecond general Head of 
Diſcourſe. 


II. To conſider the Force of the Argu- 
ment, in reſpe& of Chriſt's Divinity, con- 
tain'd in this; that He is properly Creator, 
of Men, of Angels, of all Things. I hall 
conſider it under three Views, debating thc 
Point diſtinctly From the Reaſon of the 
Thing, From Seriprure, and From Anti 


quity. 


1. From the Reaſon of the Thing. | 


ſhall not here treat of the Subject hes the 
: cho- 
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Scholaſtick way; which would afford but 
dry Entertainment: Beſides that, the Ar- 

ment would ſuffer by it, and loſe much of 
its Force and Efficacy. There is ſometimes 
in moral Probabilities an irreſiſtible Strength; 
little ſhore of the ſtricteſt Demonſtration. 
There is ſomething, ſo affecting and ſenſi- 
ble under them, that 'They cannot fail of 
making their way into every well-diſpoſcd 
and ingenuous Mind: And ſo it often hap- 
pens that They do as infallibly, (and more 
agreeably) win over our Aſſent, as Demon- 
ſtration can force it. To come to the Buſt- 
neſs in Hand : God the Son is Creator of all 
e Things. On that Foundation I am to pro- 
1coeed: And when I ſay Creator, I include Suſ- 
gd rainer and Preſerver. Let us then diſtinctly 

# conſider Him: | 


1. 'As Creator of Man, 


2. As Creator of the Earth, and of all 
Things in it. 


| 3: As Creator of the Heavens, with all 
their Hoſt. 


4. As Creator of Angels and Archangels, 
Thrones and Dominions, Principalities and 
Powers, which live and move, and have 
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theit Being from; and in the Son of 
God. | 


I do not Heighten or Rhetoricate at all, 
in theſe Particulars. They are no more 
than ſtrict and cloſe Comment upon Coloſſ. 
I. 16. and Hebr. 1. 10. only branching out 
into Parts, what is there couched and com- 
prized in few Words: 


r. Firſt then, let us conſider out bleſſed 
Lord as Creator of Man, of all Men living 
quite round the Globe; of All that have 
lived and died, from Azam down to this 
Day. I leave it to the Anatomiſts and 
Phy/eologiſts to deſcribe the wonderful Me- 
chaniſm, and exquiſite Workmanſhip of the 
Human Body : 'The erc& Poſture, the Fi- 
gure and Shape, the Size and Stature, the 
Structure and Uſe. of every Part, and the 
Symmetry of the Whole; which carry in 
them unconteſtable Proofs of the Skill, and 
the Contrivance, and the conſummate Wiſ⸗ 
dom of Him that made us. How many 
Lectures might be read upon the Fabrick of 
the Eye, the Texture of the Brain, the 
Configuration of the Muſcles, and Diſpoſi- 
tion of the Nerves, of Glands; all bearing 
Teſtimony to the Power and Greatneſs of 
the Son of God; of whom we may = 

ay, 
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ſay, that He hath ſet the Members every 
one of them in the Body, as it hath pleaſe 
ed Him; and hath ſo tempered the Body 
zogether , as admirably to anſwer all the 
wiſe Ends and Purpoſes deſign'd by Him. 
The ſame Wiſdom which is viſible in every 
ſingle Individual, reaches at the ſame Time 
to the whole Species round the Globe. 
All are ſupported, ſuſtained, and actuated 


by God the Son, in whom all Things 
conſiſt. He is equally preſent to All, ſup- 
plying Motion, Nutriment, and Strength 


to cvery Individual, extending his providential 
care to the Ends of the Earth, and in one 
comprehenſive View graſping the er Syl⸗ 


tem. For, 


2. We are to conſider Him r 
of the Tetraqueous Globe, the Earth and 
all Things in it. He has laid the Founda- 
tions thereof, divided it into Sea and Land, 
garniſh'd it with Plants, Trees, and Flowers, 
ſtock'd it with living Creatures for the uſe 
of Man, and plentifully furniſh'd 'it with 


the moſt grateful and unexpreſſible Variety. 
Every Herb that Grows, every Spire of 


Graſs that Springs up, every creeping Thing 
that moyeth upon the Face of the Earth, 
proclaims the Wiſdom of its Maker , 
Sounds 1 
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Cod. I may here apply the Words of the 
-Pſalmiſt, which whether meant of Father 
or Son, are certainly applicable to Both. 
Praiſe the Lord from the Earth, ye 
Dragons and all Deeps. Fire and Hail 
Snow and Vapour, ſtormy Wind fulfill. 
ing his Word: Mountains and all Hills, 
fruitful Trees and all Cedars, Beaſts and 
all Cattle, creeping Things and fiying 
Fowl, Kings of the Earth and all People; 
Princes and all Fudges of the Earth: 
Both young Men and Maidens, old Men 
and Children, let Them praife the Name 
of the Lord, for his Name alone is ex- 
cellent , his Glory is above the Earth and 
Heaven, Pſal. 148. It would lead me too 
far off from my purpoſe, to conſider, or to 
enumerate the many legible Characters of a 
Wiſdom and Power nothing ſhort of 4 
Vine, which arc every where diſcoverable 
within and without This Earth whereon 
we live. Theſe I leave to the Naturaliſts 
to deſcribe. No Man that conſiders its 
ſtupendous Size, or Bulk alone, but muſt 
think it a Work too auguſt and great for 
any Thing leſs than a Divine Archi- 
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teck. We have often triumphed over 
Atheifts upon this Head, alledging that 
no Power or Wiſdom leſs than Infinite, 
FOO be qual ta the Task. The very ſame 
Topicks, 
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Topicks, to ſuch. as believe the Scriptures, 
may be as juſtly urged for the Divinity of 
God the Son. It was His Hand that made 
all theſe Things, and by His Power they are 
ſuſtained and held together. And yet Theſe 
are little Things, and as nothing in Compart- 
fon. For, wh * 


3. We are thirdly to conſider, that the 
Heavens alſo are the Works of his Hands. 
That huge and vaſt Compaſs, that immenſe 
Region of Ather, and therein the Sun, 
with its planetary Chorus dancing round it, 
the fixt Stars, (perhaps Suns too with their 
Planets rolling about them) whatever Mo-. 
dern much Improved Aſtronomy has diſ- 
covered, or whatever yet farther- Diſcoverics 
future Ages may bring to Light; all Things 
viſible and inviſible have the Son of God 
for their Creator, Suſtainer, and Preſer- 
ver. If we ſurvey the Magnitude of the 
heavenly Bodies, ſome ſmaller, moſt vaſtly 
bigger than our own Globe, all of an 
amazing Size and Greatneſs; if we conſider 
the nice Proportion of their Diſtances, the 
Regularity of their Situations, the Har- 
mony of their Courſes, and Uniformity of 
all their Motions ; They cannot but raiſe 
in us an Idea of the Infinite Power, Wiſ⸗ 
dom, and Greatneſs of Him that made 

G 4 Them, 
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Them. This is a Theme of very wide 
Extent, and has been often, and excellent. 
ly handled in Defenſe of our common Re- 
ligion, againſt the Atheiſts and Srepricks 
of our Age, or Nation. It is with plea- 
ſure I obſerve, that the ſame Topicks (only 
taking in thoſe Scriptures which They 
and We own) will almoſt cqually ſerve 
againſt Arians or Socinians, or any that 
preſume to deny the Divinity of God the 
Son. It is clear from the Sacred Writ, 
that He created all Things, and that by 
Him all Things conſiſt; and therefore it 
is evident, that all the Marks of Wiſdom, 
Power, or Majeſty, diſcoverable in this 
Grand Palace, and Auguſt Structure of the 
Univerſe, are ſo many Arguments of his 
Divinity, and proclaim Him to be the 
eternal and omnipotent God. I have one 
Particular more to urge under this Head. 
Hitherto I have been ſpeaking of Sun, Moon, 
and Stars, prodigiouſly great, but yet 
animate Bodies; and Creatures leſs perfect 
than we our ſelves are, who make a Part, tho 
the loweſt Part, of the rational Creation. 
We are farther to conſider, 


4. That the very Angels themſelves, the 
Top, ſurely, of the Creation, thoſe bright 
Intelligences, and glorious Miniſters of the 
Court 
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Court of Heaven, are the Creatures and 
Workmanſhip of the Son of God. Whe- 
ther They be Thrones or Daminiams, 
Principalities or Powers, They were all 
created, not only by Him, but for Him. 
Myriads of thoſe Heavenly Spirits are 
continually ſerving and praiſing Him. To 
Him they owe their Perfections, their 
— their Glory, their Life, their 
very Being; and on Him they depend for 
their Support and — I ſhall pro- 
ceed no farther; I have ſaid enough. I 
leave it to any Man of plain good Senſe, 
and common Diſcernment, to paſs a Judg- 
ment, whether, ſuppoſing theſe Facts be 
true, (and They arc true, if plain Scripture 
be ſo) any longer doubt can be made of 
the real and eſſential Divinity of the Son 
of God. If any one tells me, after all, 
that this does not amount to ſtrict Demon- 
ſtration, becauſe we cannot make a cer- 
tain eſtimate of the Scale of Being, nor 
define peremptorily, what Degrees of Per- 
fection there may be ſhort of Infinite; I 
ſay, if any one urges this, I ſhould allow 
that there is not what may be called ſtrict 
Demonſtration : But it is Demonſtration 
| that the Evidence is ſuch as ought to con- 
vince every wiſe and conſiderate Man; and 
ſuch as ought to have the ſame effect _ 
the 
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the Mind as a thouſand Demonſtrations. 
There are many Things not capable of 
ſtrict Demonſtration; and yet ſo cvident 
and undoubted, that a Man would forfeit 
the very Character of Sobriety and com- 
mon Senſe, that ſhould ſeriouſly make the 
leaſt Queſtion of them. I might mention, 
for Inſtance, the Exiſtence of the World 
about us; which good Philoſophers have 
thought not capable of ſtrict Demonſtra- 
Zion. But a Man would hardly be ſuppoſed 
well in his Wits, that ſhould ſeriouſly en- 
tertain any the leaſt Doubt or Suſpicion 
concerning it. His Eyes, his Ears, and all 
his Senſes bear Teſtimony to the Truth and 
Certainty of it: And if it be not ſtrictly 
demonſtrable in the ratzonal Way, yet this 
is demonſtrable, that the Nature and Cir- 
cumſtances of Man are ſuch, that He both 
may, and muſt believe it. The ſame, in a 
great Meaſure, I am perſuaded, is the Caſe 
which I have been mentioning. For, allow- 
ing the firſt Poſition, that the Son of God is 
properly Creator of Men, of Angels, and of 
the Univerſe; there is no Man that attends 
to it, and conſiders it in its full Latitude, 
but muſt come to this Concluſion, that the 
Son of God is no Creature, nor any Thing 
leſs than the eternal and infinite God. So 
much for my firſt Head af Argument, from 

thc 
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the Nature and Reaſon of the Thing it 
ſelf. My ſecond Head of Argument is 
from Scripture- Texts. 


2. The Author of the Epiſtle to the He- 
brews, the ſame who had told us, in his 
firſt Chapter, that the Son had laid the 
Foundation of the Earth, and that the 
Heavens were the Works of his Hands, 
I ay, the ſame Author obſerves Ch. 3. v. 4. 


that He that built all Things is God; 


thus eſtabliſhing the very Concluſion which 
we are ſeeking after, as He had before done 
the Premiſes. This, conſidered as a genc- 
ral Maxim, muſt be applicable to the par- 
ticular Inſtance of God the Son, if it was 
He that built all Things, as hath been 
proved: Nay it is reaſonable to believe that 
the Apoſtle intended it particularly of God 
the Son. This Conſtruction is very ſuitable 
to the Argument which the Author was 
upon, in that Chapter; and to the high 
Things ſpoken of the Son, in Chapter the 
firſt: There is nothing in the Context but 
what extremely fayors and confirms it ; ex- 
cept it be that, verſe the 67h, it is ſaid, 
Chriſt as a Son over his own Houſe, in- 
timating as if He was not that Perſsn be- 


fore ſpoken of, (who is called God, v. 4.) 


but Son of that Perſon. But to this it may 
5 be 
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be replied, that the Author was here ſet- 
ing forth the Preference of Chriſt above 
"Moſes: the Compariſon was between thoſe 
two Perſons only. How the Perſon of 
the Father came in here, is not caſy to ac- 
count. But underſtanding it of the Perſon 
of the Son, the Senſe is clear, the Argu- 
ment proper and pertinent. As to his be- 
ing called God in the fourth Verſe, and Sor, 
in the ſixth, it was very proper and ſigni- 
ficant, becauſe He is ſo God, as withal to 
be Son of God, or God of God. 


1 proceed now to another Text, Rom, 
I. 20. The inviſible Things of Him, from 
the Creation of the World are clearly 
ſeen, being underſtood by the Things that 
are made, even his eternal Power and 
Godhead, ſo that They are without excuſe. 
If then, as the Apoſtle here teſtifies, the 
Work of Creation proclaims the Eternity 
and Divinity of its Creator, it will follow 
from thence, that God the Son as Creator 
muſt be eternal, and ſtrictly divine. I am 
ſenſible that St. Pauls Argument may be 
taken under another View. For it may 
mean, not that the Magnificence or Great- 
neſs of the Work proves that every Creator 
muſt be Eternal, or God; but that there 


muſt be one cternal firſt Cauſe of all Things; 
otlier- 
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otherwiſe there would be a Progreſs of 
Cauſes, one higher than another, in ff. 
tum, which is abſurd. The firſt Conſtru- 
&ion I take to be the more probable, as 

it is more obyious to common Capacities, 
and as the Argument, in that View, ſtrikes 
the more ſenſibly, being ſuch as few could 
miſs of; and therefore the Gentiles were 
without excuſe, for not attending to it. 
However this be, I lay no great Streſs up- 
on it, deſigning a more general, and I think, 
more convincing Argument out of Scripture, 
than I have hitherto mention d, which is 
this: That the Work of Creation is every 
where repreſented as the certain Mark and 
Characteriſticx of the true God. It is the 
favourite Topick which God is pleasd to 
inſiſt moſt upon, Whenever He would either 


diſtinguiſh his own peculiar Majeſty and 


Power, above and beyond all the Gods of 
the Nations, or when He would cxcite in 
his People the - higheft Idea poffible, fait- 


able to his tranſcendent Excellency, and 


peerleſs Perfections. Numberleſs are the 
Texts of the Old Teftament, which' might 
be cited to this Purpoſe. I ſhall fingte our 
as many as may ſerye to give a due Light 
and Force to the preſent Argument. 
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Hezekiah, in his Prayer to God, thus 
expreſſes Himſelf. O Lord God of Iſrael, 
which  dwelleſt between the Cherubims, 
Thou art the God, even thou alone, of all 
the Kingdoms of the Earth. Then fol- 
lows the reaſon why He is ſo eminently 
diſtinguiſhed, and ſo infinitely Superior to 
all others. Thou haſt made Heaven and 
Earth, 2 Kings 19. 15. 


Job, deſcribing the ſupereminent Majeſty 

of the one trac. God, thus elegantly ſets it 
forth. He ſtretcheth out the North over 
the empty place, and hangeth the Earth 
upon nothing. He bindeth up the Waters 
in his thick Clouds, and the Cloud is not 
rent under them —— The Pillars of Hea- 
ven tremble, and are aſtoniſh'd at his re- 
proof; He divideth the Sea with his 
Power —— By his Spirit He hath gar- 
niſh'd the 4. his Hand hath form. 
ed the crooked Serpent, Job 26. 7, &c. 


In the Pſalms, we meet with a great 
deal to the ſame purpoſe. The Heavens 
declare the Glory of God, and the Firma- 
ment ſheweth his andy- ys: Pſal. 19. 1. 
All the Gods of the Nations are Idols, 
but the Lord made the Heavens, Pſ. 96. 5- 
The Heavens are thine, the Earth alſo is 

thine : 
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thine: as for the World and the Fulneſs 


thereof, thou haſt founded them : The North 
and the South, thou haſt created them, 
Pal. 89. IT, 12. 


Moore to the ſame effect occurs perpe- 
tually in the Prophets. I ſhall cite a few 
Examples only. Lift up your Eyes on 
high, and behold who hath created theſe 
Things, that bringeth out their Hoſt by 
- Number, &c. Iſa. 40. 26. Who hath mea- 
ſured the Waters in the hollow of his 
Hand? and meted out the Heaven with 


the Span, and comprehended the Duſt of 


the Earth in a Meaſure, and weigh'd 
the Mountains in Scales, and the Hills 
in a Balance? Iſa. 40. 12. Thus ſaith 
God the Lord, He that created the Hea- 
vens, and ſtretched them out, He that 
ſpread forth the Earth, and that which 
cometh out of it, &c. Iſa. 42. 5. Thus ſaith 


the Lord that created Thee, O Jacob, and 


He that formed Thee, O Iſrael, Iſa. 43. 1. 
ſo again, I am the Lord, and there is 
none elſe, I form the Light, and create 


Darkneſs, Ia. 45. 5, 6. I have made the 
Earth, and created Man upon it: I, even 


my Hands have ſtretched out the Heavens, 
and all their Hoſt have I commanded, 11a. 
45. 12. Thus ſhall ye ſay unto them, 2 

ods 
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Gods that have not made the Heavens 
and the Earth, even they ſhall periſh from 
the Earth, and from under theſe Heavens. 
He hath made the Earth by his Power,” He 
hath eſtabliſhd the World by his Wiſdom, 
and hath ſtretched out the Heavens by his 


Diſcretion, Jet. 10. 11, 12. 


It would be tedious to add more Texts. 
Theſe are ſufficient to ſhow what a parti- 
cular Streſs and Emphaſis is laid upon God's 


being Creator of all Things. It is the di- 


ftingniſhing Character of the one true God; 
and whenever Scripture intended to raiſe in 
Men's minds ſuch Eſteem and Veneration 
as they ought to have for the ſupreme God 
of Hfrael, nothing higher or greater could 
be ſaid than this, that He had created the 
Univerſe, had laid the Foundations of the 
Earth, and that the Heavens were the 
Works of his Hands. (See Pf. 102. 25, 26.) 
This is farther confirmed from the New 
Teſtament, Nom. 1. 25. where St. Paul di- 
teas us to worſhip the Creator, in oppo- 
fition to all Creature - Worſhip. From 
whence it is plain that the Apoſtle ſup- 
poſes the Creator, or Perſon creating, to be 
no Creature, but God bleſſed for euer: from 
whence alſo, by the way, we may remark, 


that Scripture knows no medium between 
I God, 


—_ imo” am A @a«n —< 
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God, and Creature, but includes all Things, 
and all Perſons whatever, under that Dif 
tinction; as does alſo Antiquity unanimouſly, 
and all ſound Philoſophy, and the common 
Senſe and Reaſon of Mankind. But to 


proceed. 


Seeing then that the Title of Creator 
is thus magnificently and elegantly ſet forth, 
in Holy-Scripture, as the diſtinguiſhing Mark 
of Eminency, the Epitome of all Perfection, 
and the ſure and certain Character of true 


Divinity : If nothing higher or ſtronger can 


be thought on, to raiſe in us the moſt ſub- 
lime, awful and exalted Idea of the Su- 
preme God of 1/rael; and if the Son of God 
be plainly and evidently ſct forth to us under 
this ſame high Character: If He created all 
Things, viſible and in viſible, if He laid the 
Foundations of the Earth, and if the Hea- 


vens are the Works of his Hands : If. theſe 


| be the Premiſes; let any Man of common 
Abilities, that has not his Faculties fore-cloſed, 


or is not ſtecl'd againſt Conviction, be left to 


draw the Concluſion. To ſay of God the Son, 
that He is the Maker of the World, of the 
Kinds in it, as well as of the grand Palace it 


elf (as a late ingenious Author * expreſſes it) 


* Mr. Nye. Explication of the divine Unity, p. 91. 
H is 
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is to fay as much and as high of Him, as it 
is poſſible to ſay, or to- conceive of any 
other Perſon, however named: becauſe the 
whole that we can naturally know, or ap- 
prehend of God, his Powers or Perfections, 
is only what we can infer from his Work 
of Creation. Hence it is, that Socinians, 
and Sabellians have join'd with the Catho- 
licks, in condemning the Arians for making 
two or mote Creators, the ſame in effect 
with two cternal Gads: And ſince theres 
no way of avoiding it, but either by ſaying 
that Father and Son are one Creator, or elſe 
denying the Son to be Creator at all; Thoſe 
Gentlemen have choſe the latter, rather 
than part with their main Principle, that 
the Unity of God is an Unity of Per. 
ſon. But then They manifeſtly run coun- 
ter to Scripture, which evidently makes 
the Son of God Creator, as I have before 
ſhown. | 
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3. I proceed now, thirdly, to inquire into 
the Sentiments of the Autients, upon this 
Head; whether They thought it did not 
exceed the Power of a Creature to 
create any Thing; or whether the Work 
of creating was not look d upon as a 
Work properly divine, belonging to God 
only. It does not appear that any, except 
| EF: Here- 
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Hereticbe, ever dogmatically * afcribed the 
Work of Creation, or any part of it, ta any 
Creatune. * 


Simon Magus, borrowing his Sentiments 
from the Platonzck Philofophy, did not 
ſcruple to afferr, even in the Times of the 
Apoſtles, that this lower World: was made 
by > Angels. After Him, < Meander, a. 
turninus, © Baſilides, Carpucrates, s Ce. 
rinthus, with the infamous Crew of Gnof- 
ticks, taught the ſame, or very nearly the 
fame, Doctrine: and this within the firſt 
Century. Cerda, and Marcian of the ſe- 
cond Century, have been thought by ſome 
to have aſſerted the fame Principles in the 
Main, differing rather in Words, than in 
Reality v. The Valentinians alſo were ſo 
far in the Sentiments of the Gnoſtzeks, as 
to aſcribe the Creation of the lower World, 
to a Creature of their own deviſing, whom 
They called Demiourgus, or Creatar. Theſe 
wild, and yain Conceits were utterly deteſted 


* Origen indeed ſeems to have indulged ſome fanciful Conj 
that — of 12 looſer Writings, if They 4 — 
in Joh. pag. 42, 43.) But in his more accurate and certainly ge» 
nume Works, nothing appears of it, but the Contrary. 

d Irenæus, I. 1. c. 23. p. 99. © Ibid. p. 100, bid. 

© Thid. p. 101. * Ibid. p. 103. 5 Ibid. p. 105, 

Vid. Diſſert. Præv. ad Iren. Ed. Bened. p. 70, 
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by the ſober Catholicks; who would not 
ſo much as hear of any Angel, or Archan- 
gel's creating the World, or any part of it; 
but aſcribed it wholly to the Joint-Operation 
of Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt. It appears 
to have been a Rule and Maxim of the 
Church, in Irenæuss Time *, and probably 
all along, that no Creature whatever, could 
have any Hand in creating; but that Creating 
was an indiſputable Mark of a divine immu- 
table Nature. Theſe Principles ſeem to 
have obtain'd conſtantly in the Church, 
long before the Nzcene Council. No ſooner - 
did the Arian Controverſy ariſe, but the 
Catholicks, upon their old Principles, charged 
the Arians with great Inconſiſtency, as 


Nihil enim in totum Diabolus invenitur feciſſe, videlicet 
cum & Ipſe Creatura fit Dei, quemadmodum & reliqui An- 
geli. Omnia enim fecit Deus, quemadmodum & David ait: 
DODuoniam Ipſe dixit & facta ſint; ipſe precepit & creata ſunt, 

Pial. 148. 5. Iren. I. 4. c. 41. p. 288. 

Et hoc Deus ab Homine differt, quoniam Deus quidem facit, 
Homo auteni fit: & quidem qui facit ſemper Idem eſt. Iren. 
I. 4. c. 12. p. 240. | 

That this was likewiſe the Senſe of all Antiquity, appears from 
hence, that all the Fathers, where They declare ag ainſt Creature- 
Worſhip, do at the ſame time declare for the Worſhip of the Crea- 
tor : conſtantly oppoſmg Creator and Creature to each other, m 
ſuch a manner as ſhows plainly that ny there was no 
Medium between, and that Creation belong'd to God alone, not to 

Creature. 

See Athenagoras, p. 56. Tertull. Apolog. c. 17. Clem. 

Alex. p. 55+ 59. Origen. Contr, Cell. p. 158. 375. 


making 
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making a Creature of the Son of God, 
and yet admitting Him to be Creator. 

They ſerupled not to tell Them, that this 
was copying after Valentinus, and reviving 
the Principles of the Gno/ticks: That it 
was confounding the Ideas of Creator and 
Creature, and was all over Contradictory, 
and Repugnant. No Argument bore harder 
upon the Arians than this, as appears by 
the Perplexity and Confuſion they were in 
upon it; not being able to come to any 
fixd and certain Reſolution in it. Scripture 
and Catholick Tradition appear'd clear, full, 
and ſtrong for the Son's being properly and 
ſtrictly Framer, and Maker of the World: 
And there were but few in Compariſon that 
durſt go ſuch lengths as openly to deny it. 
On the other Hand, to make a Creature- 
Creator, was in a manner unheard of, ex- 
cept among Hereticks; and was, beſides, 
harſh and * even to common 
Senſe x. 


To ſoften this matter, the Arians, many 
of them, would not own that They held 
the Son to be a Creature; which was pre- 
tence only, and playing with Words: For 
had They not only verbally, but really in- 

* Quis Auctorem inter "I ſua deputet, ut videatur id eſſe 


quod fecit? Ambroſ. de Fi c. F. p. 470. 
tended 
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tended that the Son was no Creature, They 
and the Cat halics could have had no far- 
ther diſpurc. But this was a Contrivance 
to diſſemble an Abſurdity too groſs to be 
own'd, and to diſguiſe a Difficulty which 
They could not anſwer. They had, beſides, 
many little Arts and Subterfuges, to leſſen 
and undervalue the Son's Part or Province 
in the Work of Creation, ſuch as I have 
mention'd and confuted above; the ſame 
that are made uſe of by their Succeſſors at 
this Day. But all would not do : Scripture 
was plain and clear, and Tradition full and 
ſtrong; and was not to be bore down by 
little Quirks and Subtilties. In fine Truth 
prevailed, Arianiſin daily loſt ground; and 
this very Argument, from the Son's Concern 
in the Work of Creation, contributed as 
much as any other, to ſink it. The 
Strength of it has been often tried ſince. 
The Saciniams, who at the beginning were 
moſt of them Arians, were ſoon fenſible 
of this Difficulty. They knew not what 
to make of Two Creators, upon the 
Arian Scheme, nor how to avoid it, if 
the Texts were to be underſtood /terally 
of a proper Creation: And this, very pro- 


bably, was one main Reaſon of their giving 
the Arian Scheme up, and running in with 
the Photinian Hypotheſis, which look d 

more 
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more defenſible. They obleryd thattheTexts 
which ſpeak of the Sons being COfeator, 
were few in Compariſon; and therefore 
thought, They might be able to deal with 
Them; — *. never at a loſs for ſome 
ſubtile and ſurp rizing Meaning for any Text 
in the Sctipture, made againſt Them. 
Their —— at engl, Was to interpret 
every Text of a Metabhorical” Creation : 
And ſo They _ che AFians to thift as 
They could, reſting Themſelves upon 
a new Bottom. * 4 hid could not hold - 
long, tho ſupported and ſet off with all the 
Advantages of Wit and Ctiticiſm.. Several 
of the acuteſt and ableſt of the Ulantarians 
grew diſſarisfied with it; and began Them- 
ſelves to feel the force of, and to cloſe in 
— the Arguments of the Trinita#tns 
it. The Reſult was, the preferting 
the old Sabellien before the late S#cintan 
Conſtruction: And yet That is as manifet- 
ly unſcriptural, falfe, and groundleſs, as 
either Socininn or Arias. But thus do 
Men rove and range about, after They- have 
once forſiken the Truth, and have given 
themſelves up to the Conduct of their pri- 
vate Fancics, inſtead ef adhering to God's 
written Word, and to the moſt faithful 
Guide, for the Interpretation of it, the 
Primitive and Catho#ek Church. 1 thought 
H 4 it 
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it not improper to hint thus much of the 
Hiſtory of the Argument whereof I have 
been diſcourſing. It has loſt no Weight or 
Strength all the Time : For Truth is al. 
ways the ſame. The variety of Methods 
thought on to elude it, only confirm it ſo 
much the more. I doubt not but the Uni- 
tarians, of every Denomination, are very 
ſenſible, that our Interpretation of Scripture, 
ſo far as concerns this Point, is the maſt 
caſy, obvious, and natural, and moſt agree- 
able to the Letter of the inſpired Writers: 
only They have ſome Scruples about Three 
and One, and know not how to digeſt 
three Perſons that create, and yet but one 
Creator. There's all the Difficulty: And 
ſo They chuſe to follow Phzloſephical Con. 
jectures (which They call Reaſon) rather 
than the DiQates of true and ſound Rea- 
ſon, which will tell us, that we qught 
not to be wiſe beyond what is written, nor 
put a violent Conſtruction on any Paſſages, 
where there's no neceſſity for it; nor leave 
a ſafe and plain Rule, to follow our own 
Wandrings. But cnough of This. 1 have 
now finiſh'd, in a great Meaſure, what I de- 
ſign'd, having explained and vindicated. the 
Argument for Chriſt's Divinity drawn from 
the Conſideration of his being Creator of 
the World. In a former Diſourle I en- 

deayour'd 
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deavourd to maintain the Premiſes, and 
now in This, to make good the Concluſion. 
The Sum of it is this. God the Son is 
Creator of the Univerſe: the Creator of the 
Univerſe is ſtrictiy and truly God: There- 
fore God the Son is ſtrictly and truly, ot 
eſſentially God, which was to be proved. 
It remains now only, in the 2 __ — 
* | 


II. To make ome Reflections and: Oh. 
ſervations vue the whole. 


+ IT. Having before ſhown the Truth 42 
Certainty of our Principles, give me leave, in 
the Concluſion, to recommend them farthet 
from their Plainneſs, and Simplicity. The 
Arians were never more perplexd about 
any thing than in accounting for God's 
taking in a Creature, to be his Agent and 
Operator in making the World *. What? 
Make one Creature in order to make O- 
thers? Why might He not rather have 
made all Creatures, as well as one, and re- 
ſerved the ſole Glory of ſo great and ſo 
ſtupendous a Work, as That of Creating, 
to his own ſelf? Did He want the Af- 
ſiſtance of an inferior Being? Or was 
not his own Will and Fiat ſufficient to 


* Vid. Athan, Orat, 2. p. 496. 


give 
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give Birth to all Things? Beſides, did 
He ceaſe to Work after He made the 
Son, leaying it to a Creature of his own 
to have, in a manner, the Honour of 
doing of every Thing elſe, and to be 
the immediate Agent and Manager in all 
Things, both in Heaven and Earth? Theſe 
were Tenets which appeared very harſh 
and ſtrange, and were not naturally, ſcarce 
tolerably, accounted for on the Arian Hy- 
potheſis. But, upon the Catbholich Scheme, 
all is caſy, expedite, and clear. The Son 
is of the ſame Nature and Subſtance with 
the Father; ſo. nearly allied, ſo cloſely 
united, that nothing could be the Work of 
One, without being at the {ame time the 
Work of Both: Hence it was, that the Son 
was Joint- Creator with the Father, that 
all Things were made by Him, and no- 
thing without Him. It was not * poflible 
for Them either to a#, or to ext ie 
parately ; and therefore it is, that the Work 
of Creation, is, in Scripture, attributed to 
Both. This is an caſy. and natural Account 
of the whole Thing; and beſides very 


agreeable to Scripture. My Father work: 


Od nie wn 01 auts ever Te dnpuiveyiuda xaFurt? 
4 = Sg Td ararydorual! Tt mas)lt Sig, Y ven Tov ur 
Favydout] S. d av mi Quricein. % , ws Als x09 
i To Mow 2 ant ra mira, & c. Athan. Orat. 2. p. 498. 


Comp, Cyril. Alex. Comm. in Joh. 1. 3. p. 45. þ 
et 
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eth hitherto and 1 work, Joh. 5. 17. Mu 


He doth, th doth 
the E. Hatt. Joh 5. 19. e 


2. Another Thing which 3 
our Principles, is, their great Conſiſtency with 
each other, and with the Principles of the 
Catholick Church, in this Article eſpeci- 
ally, from the very Beginning. When che 
Arians firſt broach'd their „ 
had ſome plauſible Things to urge, — 
cularly in reſpect of the Generation of the 
Son, which was their principal Topick, and 
which They moft delighted to dwell upon. 
But then They took but a partial and ſuper- 
ficial View of Things, and knew not how to 
work up a conſiſtent Scheme. The Church 
had all along ſet forth God the Son as 
Framer , Creator, Mater, nay and Ju- 
ſtainer too, of all in Subordination 
to the Father. The Sulurdination look d 
well on the Arian fide; but Creator and 
Preſerver, were ſtrange Attributes to be 
applied to a Creature. This alone was 
ſufficient to ſhow, that the 'Carholick Church 
had never gone upon Aria Principles ; 
having ſo unanimonfly, and ſo expreſly 
aſcribed creative Powers to the Son of 
God; and not only fo, but had ſuppoſcd 
Him Inſpector and Governor of the oy 

nl- 
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Uniyerſe *, extending his Power and Pre- 
ſence through the whole Compaſs of Being, 
That the Fact was really thus, beſides many 
other Evidences, one might reaſonably in. 
fer from the Works of Euſebius alone; of 
whom I may venture to ſay, that He ne 
ver would have aſcribed more Power; 
Dignity, or Perfection to the Son of God, 
than the plain force of Scripture and Ca. 
thalick Tradition obliged him to. This 
Man, tho a Favourer of the Arians, (of 
the Men at leaſt, if not of their Cauſe) 
yet every where fays many high and great 
Things of 'the Son's Creating "and Govern 
ing the whole Univerſe, ſuch as any Man 
of plain Senſe muſt think can belong to no 
e. but to God only. 


In his Oration, before the Emperor Con 
ſtantine, He deſcribes God the Son, under 
the moſt; endearing and magnificent Cha. 
racers imaginable. © He is the Omnipo- 
tent Lord and Governor of the whole 
« Univerſe, the Framer and Diſpoſer of all 
Things, who is above all, and through 
* all, and in all; pervading and permeat- 
« ing all Things both above and below, 


Iren. p. 190. 315. Clem. Alex. p. 123. 273. 831. 
Tertul. adv. Prax. c. 23. p. 514. Origen. Contr. Cell. 
p. 63. 164. 239. in Johan. p. 122. 128, Novat. c. 14. 


« Earthly 
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« Earthly and Heavenly, Viſible and In- 
« yiſible. It is He that formed and 

<« into Regularity the confuſed Chaos, made 
ce jt habitable and pleaſurable, adorned it 
„ with Trees, Plants, and Flowers, ſtored 
« the Sea with Fiſhes, and the Land with 
« Varicty of Animals, ſupporting, pre- 
« ſerving and ſuſtaining Them all. It is 
« He that gave the Sun its Light, and who 
« direts the Courſes of the Stars; who is 
$ © ſuperintendent every where, and ſteers 
« the whole Univerſe. To Him the very 
« Angels owe their Life, their Light, their 
| © Knowledge, or whatever Excellencies and 
e Perfetions they ſtand poſſeſsd of. In 
« word, He is ſet forth as Operator and 
« Manager, Director and Superviſer over 
« all the Works of God, ſhedding his rich 
« Bleſſings, and diſtributing his Bounties 
through the whole Creation.“ This is 
Euſebius's Account of God the Son, as it 
lies ſcatter'd through That Oration *: A great 
deal too much for any Arian to ſay, and 
more than can be tolerably accounted for, 
upon any other than Catholick Principles. 
| ſhall not here paſs any poſitive Judgment 
upon Euſebius, about whom the learned 
World has been ſo much divided. I ſhall 


Vid. Euſeb. de Laud. Conſtant. p. 50 1. 525, * 527» 
728, 529, $30, 531, Kc, 


only 
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only ſay, that if He was an Ariam at the 
bottom, He was the moſt inconſiſtent one 
that ever was. He ought cither to have 
been much more of an Arian than he ap. 
pears to have been, or no Aria at all. 
He aſcribed ſo much to God the Son, that 
He hardly left any Thing peculiar to the 
Father, but a kind of nominal Grcatneß 
and Majeſty, as it were to be above and 
beyond the World. In fhort, He defcribes 
Him, as it were, fitting in his Throne of 
State, and looking an, and God: the Son 
as acting and p ing every Thing 
Athanaſtuss Account of this Matter ap 
much more rational and conſiſtent 
For indeed it is by no means reconcileable 
with good Senfe, and the Truth and Rez 
ſon. of Things, to allow ſo much to God 
the Son as Zuſebius did, and not to alloy 
Him every Thing which Athanaſius, with 
ather Cathokcks at that Time, (as the Ca 
thalick Church had all along) aſcribed to 
Him. It was a weak Thing to pretend to 
Honour the Son of God by Halves. A 
Creature, or no Creature, was the Que- 
ſtion. The Arzans innovated in making 
the Son a Creature, and yet were minded 
ta Keep up, in other reſpects, the ſame 
Honours and Acknowledgments which had 
been paid Him before. This was . 
| an 
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and inconſiſtent. The Cathokeks were 
wiſer Men. They preſerved the ſame Ho- 
nour and Reſpect which had been formerly 
paid to God the Son, but withal, carefully 
look d after the Foundation of it; that fo 
they might be able not only to do their 
Duty, but to give a Reaſon alſo for the do- 
ing it. This was acting with Thought and 
Judgment; in which they appear to have 
been as much ſaperior to their Adverſaries, 
all along, as in true Piety, Probity, and Sin- 
cerity. But, 


zaly and laſtly, F would obſerve to you, 
what I before hinted, that while we ac- 
knowledge the Son of God to be Creator, 
we acknowledge Him a Son alfo; the 
cand. only, not the | firſ# Perſon of the Tri- 
nity. The Father therefore is prima- 
rily Creator, as Father. He is firſt in 
Conception, whenever we ſpeak of the di- 
vine Nature. And hence it is that He is 
ſaid to create by the San, and He is emi- 
nently and emphatically repreſented in the 
— as Maker of Heaven. and Earth, 
the Son having another Title, more peculiar 
to Him, that of Redeemer. The Nicene 
Creed (as do many other antient Creeds) 
takes notice of the World's being made by 
the _ but yet ſo that He did not 9 
- 
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the Worlds by the Father, but the Father 
by Him. This is the conſtant. Language 
of Antiquity, always keeping up ſome pre. 
eminence of Order, as proper to the firſt: 
Perſon, along with the true eſſential Divi- 
nity of the other Two. This Diſtinction 
of Order, conſiſtent with a parity of Na- 
ture, They learn d from Scripture, and in- 
violably maintain d. For thus they Thought, 
that by referring all Things to one Head 
and Fountain, They ſhould preſerve the 
Unity, along with the Diſtinction; and 
conſiſtently teach a plurality of Perſons in 
One Godhead, as we do at this Day. There 
can be no ſuch Thing as Tritheiſin, upon 
the Principles of the Antient Church, fo 
long as a proper Sonſhip and Subordination 
is allowed. For therein conſiſts the Rela- 
tion, the Alliance, the ſtrict Union of the 
Perſons, while They are conſiderd (as I | 
may ſay) of the ſame Stock, and included | 
in each other. But take away That Rela | 
tion and Alliance, either by ſuppoſing 

three independent ſeparate Principles, or 

by making two. of the Perſons Creatures, 

and conſequently of a different Nature from 

the Other; and then immediately com- 

mences either Tritheiſin, ſtrictly fo called, 

or Gentile Polytheiſm: So that the 

Catholick Doctrine is the only ſecurity 

| | againſt 
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againſt a plurality of Gods; unleſs we take 
our laſt Refuge in Sabellianiſin, which is ut- 
terly repugnant to the whole Tenour of Scrip- 
ture, and to the Doctrine of the Univerſal 
Church. Now to God the Father, Son, and 
Holy-Ghoſt, three Perſons and one God: Be 
all Honour and Glory, Power and Dominion, 
henceforth and for evermore. Amen. 
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"The ScnirruxzUxiry mat an 
UN1ry of, PERSON, 


OR THE 


DIVE N E UN 1 TY 


STATED and O >LEAR'D. 


The fourth SERMON preached 
DIC. a, 1719. 


MARK XII. 29. 


＋ 6 Oeòs nu KU die V1. 
Hear, O Iſrael, the Lond our God is 
one Lord. 


Y deſign, in taking this Text, is to 
inquire into the Scripture-Notion 
of the Divine Unity: A Point 
very neceſſary to be Stated and Clear d, in 
order to a Right Underſtanding of the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity. I was once inclina- 
ble to defer the Treating of it ſome time 
longer; thinking it moſt ſuitable to the 
Rules 
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Rules of aria Method to. * throw it to 
ie laſt part of what I intend upon this 
Subject. But I conſider d that while I am 
aſſertin 5 105 Divinity of more Perſons than 
one; t ughe will, ina manner, Pee. 
mall occur, ow it <a be copſiſten with 
the” 880 türe * Account of the Divine Unity: 
And m9 may be impatient to have That 
Fon 118 ry we go farther, Upon 
this Conſi eration, I thought! it adviſable to. 
poſt-po one this Matter no longer, chuſing 
rar to Break in upon the rules of rick 
ethod, than to ſuffer a prejudice to lie 
upon "the Minds of Any, which might lo 
caſily be remoyd. 1 han therefore now 
fall directly to tlie Buſineſs of the Unity. 


The Wares Which 7 C Choſen to Dit. 


ws ˙ + # # % 


a De of the Ca as before of meh 
Law, Hear, O Tall, the Lord our God 18 
is one Lord. I think it proper, in the En- ' 
trance, to take notice, that the original 2 
Word, in tlie Hebrew, for Lord, is Jebo- 
vah (according to our now. Cuſtomary Way. 
of I and” pronouncing it) and if we. 
put Jehovah, inſtead of Lord, into the 

' 

| 

| 

\ 


Iii 


Engliſh Text, it wil then run thus. Jeho- 
12 | vah 
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vah, our God, is one Jehovah. The uſe 
which I intend of this, will appear pte- 
ſently. 


There are three ſeyeral Conſtructions of 
this one ſhort ſentence. The differences be- 
twixt them may appear ſlight, but are real- 
ly of Moment in this Controverſy, as will 
be ſeen in the Sequel. The Anti-Trinitart- 
ans, of all Sorts, haye here an Intereſt to ſerve 
in making the word Jehovah to be nothing 
more than the proper name of one Perſon 
only. It is for this Reaſon, chiefly, they 
contrive to change the obvious, natural or- 
der and conſtruction of the words: For 
otherwiſe indeed, upon their Hypotheſis, 
they would ſcarce be ſenſe. Suppoſe it 
were ſaid, David, our King, is one Da- 
vid; or Abraham, our Father, is one Abra- 
ham; what Senſe would there be in it? 
And yet this ſentence, Fehovah our God 
is one fehovah, ſuppoſing Jehovah to be 
meerly a proper name, will be juſt ſuch 
another ſaying, and is too flat and inſipid 
a Senſe to be ſuffer'd to paſs upon the Sa- 
cred Writings. This our Adverſaries are 
ſenſible of, and therefore, to ſalve their M- 
potheſis, They make bold with the Order 
and Conſtruction of the Words, two ways; 
which I ſhall here previouſly take notice 4 

| an 
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and examine, and then proceed to lay down 
the third Conſtruction, which is the only 
true ONE. | 


1. The Firſt way is, to turn the Sentence 
thus. Jehovah is our God, Fehovah on- 
ly. Here you ſee, in this Form, Fehovah 
may be a proper name, and the Words are 
good Senſe too: and fo, they think, Both 
Points are ſecur d. But the Objection againſt 
it is, that the Words here in St. Mark 
(and indeed thoſe in Deuteranomy) will 
not bear that Conſtruction. For then the 
Words ſhould have been thus: Kugyos 63 5 
Gros nu, Kue. ., which is very diffe- 
rent from what we find, and is quite ano- 
ther propoſition, 


2. A Second way of Conſtruing the Words 
is thus: Fehovah our God, even Jehovah, 
is one Perſon. Here again, you'll obſerye 
that Fehovah may be underſtood as a pro- 
per name, which is thought a great Point 
gain'd; and a greater than That is intended 
by interpreting one, one Perſon. So there 
are thought to be two Ends ſerv'd at once. 
But it will be caſy to defeat them Both ; 
which we ſhall ſee preſently, as ſoon as we 
come to aſſert and explain the true Con- 
ſtruction of the Place. I ſhall here only 

11 examine 
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————ů —²³ͥtLͤi]ĩ—— —-—᷑ — 2 —_ * 


L - mv — r « 
y 2 V &-. A 1 


ww V2 
IS. 


© * 4 
» Wd ” " 


00 90 „ TW 


e 


= X IG; 
* * 


+» © Io 


118 The Diving Unizy Sep. IJ 
examine a pretence which is * mage fron 
Zechariah 14. 9. in fayour of this ($3.1 
Interpretation. The verſe runs thus, in gur 
Tranſlation : And the Lord ſpall be King 
over all the Earth: In that day ſhall there 
ws 4 4 #4 . 1 5 "7 4 ht 4 Fo 
be one Lord, and his name one. 


Here it is thought that the truer render: 
ing of the latter part ſhould be thus; The 


Lord (or Jchovah) ſhall be one, and his 


name one. That is, fay They: The Lord 
fall be one Perſon. It is ſomewhat ſtrange 
that they do not add likewiſe, that his name 
ſhall be oze Thing, to anſwer to the other. 
It requires no great Acumen to Far 
that the Attribute of one is applied to Je. 
hovah in the ſame manner as it is to the 
Name; and ſo it is as, or uns, in the Mal- 
culinc gender, when applicd to Lord; v, or 
unum, in the Neuter gender, when applied 
to name. And it is evident that the mean- 
ing only is, that as there ſhall not be many 
Names, but one Name acknowledged in that 
day over all the Earth; ſo there ſhall not be 
many Lords, but one Lord, or one Febs- 
wah, one only received as ſuch. This con- 
ſideration alone is ſufficient to confute the 
Surmiſe, as if the Prophet was here con- 


Ser Clarke Script. Doctr. P. 2. EA. 2. M eſt plea. p. 133. 
4 F ccrn'd 
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14. i of EY 15 


cern d about Unity of Perſon, or intended 
any thing like it. He certainly meant no 
more than that the Jehovah, who has the ſole 
right of Dominion over all, will then appeat ſo 
in Fact, and be receiy'd, among his Subj ects, 
as the only God and Lord, reigning with 
out a Rival. He will be one, in oppoſition 
to any different Gods or Lords, and acknow- 
ledged as one Head, uniting all under Him. 
This is the Senſe of the place, as is clear from 
the Context #. For the Text is not ſpeaking 
of what God is in Himſelf, being in that re- 
ſpect always the fame; but of what He ſhould 
be in reſpect of his Reception in the World, 
when - ſhould be generally acknowledged, 
and have no Rival ſet up in oppoſition to Him. 
The other Conſtruction, which would force 
Unity of Perſon out of this Paſſage, take 
it which way we will, is ſcarce Senſe. 
For is it thus? Jehovah will in that day 
become one Perſon, which He was not be- 
fore? This is, at firſt ſight, ridiculous. . Or, 
is it that Jehovah will then be acknow:- 
leag d to be one Perſon? This is almoſt 
as abſurd as the other, For, probably, 
Thoſe that did not receive the God of V 
rat as their God, yet might have thought 
Him to be one Perſon, all along. This 


Vid. etiam c. 13. v. 2. 
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was not the Point ; but They were to ac- 
knowledge Him ſo one, as not to preſume 
to ſet up any Rival Power againſt Him, 
The Prophet had: ſomething elſe at Heart 
than cither Unity of Subſtance, or Perſon. 
tas KU as: There ſhall be one Lord, (as 
our Verſion rightly renders it) both for Few 
and Gentile. The expreſſion is much ſuch 
another as v4uG as tzz: (Numb. 9. 14.) there 


ſhall be one Law, to him that is Home 


and to him that Sojourneth among you: 
You ſhall not be under different Rules or 
Laws, but one and the ſame ſhall be for all. 
In like manner, the Prophet predicts that 
Jeu and Gentile ſhall not have different 
Gods or Lords, but one and the ſame God 
and Lord ſhall rule over Beth. Having ſhewn 
then that the ſecond Interpretation is as 
groundleſs as the firſt, | 


3. I procced to lay down the Third, which 
is the true one. The Lord our God is the 


ſole Lord, or the only God: in oppoſition 


to Gods many, and Lords many, whether 
Supreme or Inferior. Thus the Scribe, to 


whom our Lord ſpake, and whom He com- 


mends as anſwering ſo far diſcreetly, under- 
ſtood it. There is one God, and there is 
none other but He. This ſhows that 7eho- 
vah was here Equivalent to Os, or God. 
Some 
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Some of the antient Verſions, inſtead of 
one Lord, tender it, one God: As do alſo 
ſome of the * primitive Fathers; none of 
them (fo far as I have obſerved) either con- 
ſidering Jehovah in this place, as a proper 
Name of one Perſon only, or ever bring- 
ing this Text to prove that God is but one 
Perſon. This They underſtood, and this 
only ; that there is but. one God, one Lord, 
and one Jehovah ; not two Gods, two 
Lords, or two Jehovabs. 


If it be ask'd, who, or what Perſon is in- 
tended by the Lord our God, in the Text, 
it ſeems moſt rcaſonable and natural to un- 
derſtand it of God the Father ; not excluſive 
of, but abſtracting from the Conſjderation 
of, the other Two Perſons. The Scribe, 
perhaps, underſtood it in the excliſiue Senſe ; 
excluſive of all other Perſons. Our Lord 
commends Him as anſwering d:ſcreetly, in 
acknowledging One God ; but intimates 
withal, that He was not yet come to Per- 
fection; He wanted ſomething farther, He 
was not far from the Kingdom of God. 
One thing that He wanted was to acknow- 
ledge the Son to be God and Lord, as 


* Irenzus l. 5. c. 22. p. 319. Cyprian. de Orat, Domin. 
p. 151. 172. Ambroſ. de Fid. l. 1. c. 1, 2, p. 445. 5 
Ed. Bened. de 
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well as the Father: Atid it is pretty remark- 
able that Both the EVafigeliſts, St. Matthew 
and St. Mart, after relating this Conference 
of our Saviour with the Heribe, immedi- 
ately ſabjoin the Hiſt6ty of our Saviour's 

ing a 'Queſtion to the Phariſees, How 
the Meſfab could be both Davids Son, 
and Davids Lord, quoting that Paſſage of 
Pfal. 110. 1. The Lord ſaid unto my 
Lord, &c. It is no improbable conjectute 
of a * judicious Father, that our bleſſed 
Saviour thereby intended to correct the 
Fewiſh Conſtruction of Dewuteron. 6. 4. 
and to intimare, as far as was propcr at 
that time, that the Father is not ds Kug©, 
one Lord, in ſuch a Senſe, as to exclude 
the Son, who is alſo KU, or Lord, and 
tarrtely included, as often as the Father is 
ſtiled the only God, or Lord. But it is 
now time to conſider more diſtinctly and 
fully the Docttine contain'd in the Text, 
which I ſhall endeavour thus. 


I. By inquiring, undet what Saluo c, and 
qualifying Conſiderations, we may rcalon- 
ably undetſtand the general Doctrine of 

Dominus Ipſe præcipuum mandatum Legis in Urius Do- 
mini confeſſione & dilectione docens eſſe, non ſuo ad Scribam, 
fed Prophetæ Teſtimonio uſus cſt, eſſe ſe Dm num.ꝛy 


Dominum 7 ita ex lege docens, ut ſe quoque Dominum, 
Propheta Teſte, confirmat. Hilar. p. 1001, 
God 
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God the Father's being the only true God, 


Or £40) 

2. By conſidering what we may yuſtly 
infer from it, and what uſe wc are to make 
of it. 


I. I ſhall inquire, under what Satvs's, or 
qualifying Conſiderations, we may reaſon- 
ably underſtand the general Doctrine of 
God the Father's being the only true God, 


or Lord. 


The Texts ſeem, at firſt View, to ex- 
clude all other Perſons whatever, from be- 
ing divine in the ſame Senſe; and allo from 
having any Right or Title to religious Wor- 
ſhip, or any Degree of it. The Texts run 
in the perſonal n J am the Lord 
thy Ged: and generally * in the /ingular 
Number; J, not Ve; or He, not They. 
And then the practical Doctrine founded 
thereupon is to pay to that Perſon, not 
ſupreme Worſhip only, but all Worſhip ; 
not our Higheſt Religious Service, but our 
whole Religious Service ; ; reſcrving no Part 
nor Degree of it to any other. IW there- 


* I ſay, genrrally, not always: beeanſe there are ſome Inſtances 
of plural Expreſſions, Gen. 1. 1, 26.3. 5, 22,11. 7.0. 
13-35. 7. Deut. 4.7. Eccl. 12. 1. Joſ. 24. 19. 11.6.8. 


fore 
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fore the Doctrine is to be interpreted up to 
the utmoſt rigour in Both its Parts, the Fa. 
ther only is God, in any ſtrict or proper 
Senſe; and every part and degree of reli. 
gious Service is to be paid to Him ſolely. 
But how can we be Chriſtians if we ſay 
this? Or how is it poſſible to reconcile it 
with other plain Scriptures? There muſt be 
ſome Abatement, . ſome fayourable Allow- 
ance of Conſtruction, in one part or other, 
to make Scripture conſiſtent; and the dif. 
ficulty is to know where we are to ſettle 
this neceſſary Latitude of Interpretation, 
| fo as ncither to do violence to the Letter, 
1 nor defeat the intent of the inſpired 
Writers. There have been two ways 
thought on, to compromiſe this Matter. 
I ſhall mention That, firſt, which is the 
leaſt likely to do us any Service, that I 
may come with the greater Advantage to 
the other, which will appear to be not on- 
ly the beft, but the only way of reconct- 
ling the Difficulty, after we have ſeen that 
the firſt will not bear. 
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1. The firſt way is to ſuppoſe that the 
Words, Lord and God, admit of a Higher 
and a lower Senſe; ſo that the Texts which 
declare the Father the one God, are to be 
underſtood to mean, one only ſupreme 
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God, leaving Room for inferior and ſub. 
ordinate Gods beſides Him: And ſo alſo 
Worſhip muſt be underſtood to be of two 
Kinds, Sun and Inferior ; and that the 
ſupreme God claims only Soverazgn, not 
all religious Worſhip to Himſelf. 


But againſt this way of reconciling, there 
appear to be many inſuperable Objections. 
It is not only againſt the Letter, but the 
very intent and deſign of the Sacred Wri- 
tings. For not to mention, that Scripture no 
where tells us of uo true, i. e. two ador- 
able, Gods, or of two religious Worſhips 
Soveraien and Inferior; the very end and 
deſign of all the Texts, relating to the 
Unity, ſeems to have been to preclude in. 
ferior Gods, and Them eſpecially; there 
being leſs danger of Men's running into the 
Notion of many Supremes. Beſides the 
general drift and purport of thoſe Texts, 
there are ſome particular Texts ſtill more 
cxpreſs and deciſive. There is no God be- 
fore me, ſays the one God, neither ſhall 
= there be any after me: And yet every in- 
ferior God muſt be after the Supreme *. 

* Quis ergo Hoc dicit, Pater an Filius? Si Filius, ante me, 
inquit, non fuit alius Deus: Si Pater, poſt me, inquit, non erit : 


Hic priorem, \ Ile poſteriorem non habet. Ambroſ. de Fid. 


„ 1. c. 8. p. 454. 
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The Gods that have tt nad the Bt 
vers and the Earth, eben They" ſhall 
periſh from the Earth; Jer. 10. 11. And 
yet it is never to be ſuppoſed that any in. 
God can be Crtutor, which is the 
diſtinguiſhing Character of the one ſupreme 
God : conſequently every inferior God 
ſhall periſß and come to nothing *. Beſides, 
o” God muſt, of Cotirſe, be 
ſuppoſed a — of the great God: 


But St. Paul has expteſly cautio d us againſt : 


ferving' the- Creature- more than (or beſides) 
the" Creator, and againſt" ſerving thoſe” that 
by'! Nurure are no Gods: Farther than 
this: it is as clear as Words can make it, 
that! the great God has cliim'd to Himſelf 


all Sacrifice, without Diſtinction of Hb. 


rauen and Inferior, our whole" religious 
Service, and/*whole* Confidence +. To up: 
poſe the contrary, would have been to 
leave room for tlie greateſt” Confuſion in 
Worthip imaginable, and would not have 
been the way to root out, but to eſtabliſn, 

Idalatry. Add to this, that the Diſtinction 
of a twofold Senſe in the Word God, will 


rA o71 To Cv Tod #124; * 4 464 T wa]egxy T 10 diva 
© A Hagge. Ei 746 &v ne T Seb ter, Vici 
rare, W 8 Oro, Alg F eig . Greg. Nyſſ. Contr, 
Eunom. 4. p. 575. 
* See Cudworth's Comment on this Text. p. 547. 
+ Sce my Vindication of Chriſts Divuum, Qu. 16. 
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| ply. It may be ſometimes needleſs or im- 
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not help us out of the — ee 
we haye all the Reaſon in We Hoy 

lieve that Another Perſon, the 4 
ther, is called God, in the ſame Senſe, in. 


the ſang Scriptures ;..and. therefore this Solu- 
tion of the Difficulty will not bear; but we 
muſt, of Courſe, look, out, for Another. 


2. The other, way, then, is, to ſuppoſe 
hs the 2 * Terms of , Qn4y, or 
the, like, may; admit. of, 11 atitude of 
Contruftions, andi that, ſo.long, as, the full, 
Intent. ar t and Meaning of . the. Doclatations of 
the Unity is in this way, anſwer d, all is 
Safe and Secure. That this is the very 
Truth of the, Caſe, 1 I al now earl to 
ſhow. at large. 


God the Father may gs and is, very rea- 
ſonably. and juſtly ien the. one or only; 
God, without ex cludi g ecvery, other, Per- 
ſon; particularly, Without Dae the San 
from the one true, Godheada It. is a Rule 
and Maxim, and may de de. proved by many 
Inſtances. in ſacred, and profane Writings, 
that excluſive Terms are not to be, inter- 
preted with the utmoſt» Rigour, ſo. as to 
leave no Room, for tacite Exceptions, ſuch. 
as Reaſon and good Senſe will caſily ſup; 


pertinent 
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pertinent to mention every Exception; and 
often wiſer, or better, not to do it, but to 
leave them to the intelligent Reader. 


Thus, for inſtance, it is ſaid: No one 
knoweth the Father but the Son, and 1 
one knoweth the Son but the Father, 
. (Matt. 11. 27.) If we ſhould here interpret 
the excluſive Terms with the utmoſt ſtrict. 
neſs, it muſt follow that the Father does not 
know Himſelf, nor the Son Himſelf. But 
no Man of common Senſe can think ſo of 
Either ; and therefore thete was no occaſion 
for any further guard or exception. | 


So again, it is ſaid, that the Things of 
God knoweth no one but the Spirit of God, 
(1 Cor. 2. 11.) as before (in Matt. 11. 27.) 
No one knoweth the Father but the Son. 
Now, if we underſtand the excluſive Terms 
with the utmoſt ſtrictneſs, it muſt follow 
from one paſſage, that the Holy Ghoſt knows 
more of the Father than the Son does; 
and from the other, that the Son knows 
more of the Father than the Holy-Ghoſt 
does; which are Propoſitions directly re- 
pugnant. But the Truth is; here was no 
oppoſition intended to Son, or Holy-Ghoſt, 
in either place; but to Creatures only. 
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In like manner it is ſaid, in the Neven. 
tions, of the Son of God, that He had a 
Name written that no one (See knew but 
He Himſelf; (Revel. 19. 12.) which, if the 
excluſrve Term is to be ſtrictly underſtood, 
makes the Father Himſelf ignorant of what 
was known to the Jo. INNS 


St. Paul ſays; I determined int to know 
any thing among you; ſave Feſus Chriſt 
Him crucified, 1 Cor. 2. 2. If this be tigorouſly 
interpreted up to the Letter, St. Paul muſt 
have been contented to be ignorant -of God 
the Father, and of many the moſt impor- 
tant Articles of the Chriſtian Religion. But 
it is obvious to common Senſe, that ſuck 
Expreſſions are to be qualified both from 
the Reaſon of the Thing, and from other 
Scriptures. Theſe Inſtances are ſufficient to 
ſhow that excluſiue Terms may, and in 
ſeveral Caſes muſt, admit of a favourable 
Conſtruction. Now to come to the Point 
in Hand. I ſhall firſt ſhow directly 
and plainly, that God the Son was not 
intended to be excluded at all, by the 
Texts which proclaim the Father the 
one God ; and next, give ſome Reaſons 
why there was no Occaſion to make 
any particular Exception, or Safvo, on 
that Account; or why it was better not 
| K to 
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to do it. Firſt, let us compare Texts with 
Texts. | | 


Iſa. 44. 24. we read thus. J am the 
Lord that maketh all Things, that ſtretch 
eth forth the Heavens alone, and ſpread. 
eth abroad the Earth, by my ſelf. Now 
here, according to the Rigour of Conſtruc. 
tion, one ſhould ſuppoſe the Father (if it 
is indeed to be underſtood of the Father) 
to have been by Himſelf, when He made 
the World; and that no other Perſon had 
any Hand in Creating, or was ſo much 2 


with Him, when He did it. And yet cer. 


tain it is from- other Scriptures, as I have 


ſhown formerly, that God the Son wa 
not only with Him, but aſſiſted alſo in the 
Work of Creation. But it was needleſs for 
the Prophet to take any notice of the Son's 
concern in it, while He was only confider- 
ing the true God in Oppoſition to other 
Gods; beſides that the Time was not yet 
come for the diſtinct and clear Revelation 
of God the Son. So again, we find it (aid, 
probably in refpe&t of the Father, Thou 


only knoweſt the Hearts of all the Chit 


dren of Men, (rt Kings 8. 39.) and it is not 
ſaid, Thou only knoweſt originally, or in 
the moſt perfect manner, but Thou only 


knoweſt, ſimply and abſolutely. And yet 


I cyident 
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evident it is, from other Places of Scripture, 
that not the Father only; but the Sor alſo 
muſt Then have known the Hearts of all 
the Children of Men *; and it may be cer- 
tainly inferr'd from his being Creatur of all 
Men from the Beginning. 


We read (Pſ. 83. 18.) Thou, whoſe Name 
alone is Jehovah, ſuppoſed to be meant of 
God the Father. If the excluſive Term is 
There to be rigorouſly utiderſtood, no other 
Perſon but the Father has the Title or Name 
of Fehovah. And yet certain it is, from 
other Scriptures, that the Jon is Another 
Perſon, and that the Name Fehovah is alſo 
his Name. But it was needleſs, or would 
have been foreign, to have inſerted any 
particular Caution or Exception, while the 
Pfalmiſt was conſidering only the true God, 
in Oppoſition to other Gods, or to the 
Gods of the Nations. God the Father 
(probably) ſays, (Iſa. 43. 11.) 1, even Ian 
the Lord, and beſides me there is no Saviour: 
And yet no Man of Senſe that reads the Bible 
can believe that the intent was to exclude out 
Bleſſed Saviour, from being properly ſuch as 
well as the Father. It is ſaid alſo, (If. 2. rt. 
17.) that the Lord alone ſhall be exalted in 


* Joh. 2. 24. Joh. 16. 30. Acts 1. 24. Hebr. 4. 12. 


Rev. 2. 3. 


K 2 that 
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that Day. Suppoſe this be meant of God | 
the Father; yet no one, who conſiders either 
the Context or Reaſon of the Thing, or other | 
Scriptures, can imagine that this was deſign'd 
to exclude God the Son, from being  exalt- 
ed; or that it was intended in © oppoſition 
to any Thing but Idols in particular, or 
Creatures in general. ' It would be caly to 
illuſtrate this Matter by more Examples of 
1c like Nature : But theſe already given, are, 
I am perſuaded, ſufficient to ſhow that, whe- 
ther it be ſaid that the Father is the oni) 
God, or whether it were ſaid that the Father 
only is God (which Expreſſion would bc 
ſtronger) the excluſive Term only need not 
be ſuppoſed to affect the Son at all; but 
He may ſtill be Zacztely underſtood : And 
there was no neceſlity for any expreſs Cau- 
tion in the Caſe, the Reaſon of the thing 
ſufficiently ſhowing it afterwards. When 
therefore we read of the Father's being the 
one God, we are to underſtand it of the 
Father ſimply, not excluſively ; of the Fu 
ther, but in Conjunction ftill with the Son: 
Not that we mean by the Term Father, 
both Father and Son, but we conſider the 
Father ſingly, in ſuch Caſes, abſtracting 
from the Conſidcration of God the Son, 
not cxcluding Him from partaking of thc 
lane Godhcad. This then appears to be 

SY Mat- 
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Matter of Fact, that God the Son is not 
excluded, but always ftacitely underſtood in 
thoſe Expreſſions of the Unity, which we 
meet with in Scripture. The ſame is true 
of any other Expreſſions of the like Na- 
ture; as if the Father be ſaid to be the 
alone Good, the only Wiſe, the only Po- 
tentate, or only having Immortality; They 
are not intended in oppoſition to God the 
Son, or Holy-Ghoſt, (who being fo near- 
ly allied to, ſo much One with the Father, 
are facitely to be underſtood as partaking 
of every Perfection which is aſcribed to 
the Father) but in oppoſition to Creatures, 
or other Gods; in oppoſition to every Thing 
extra Patrem, every Thing not contain d 
in Him, or not inſeparably included with 
Him. This J obſerve, on Suppoſition that 
thoſe Texts are meant of the Father: But 
perhaps the Word God in thoſe places, is 
to be underſtood in the indefinite Senſe, 
abſtracting from the particular Conſidera- 
tion of this or that Perſon; in like man- 
ner as the Word Man oſten ſtands, not for 
any particular Human Perſon, but the 
whole Species, or Humane Nature. Man 
is frail, Man is mortal, or the like. I ſay, 
the Word God, may be thus underſtood; 
and ſince the Doctrine of the Trinity is 
demonſtrable from other Scriptures, We 

K 3 have 
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have great Reaſon to believe that this is the 
true and real meaning of the Word Gad, as 
often as the Context or other Circumſtances 
do not confine its Signification and Intent 
to one Perſon only. It remains now only 
to account for the manner of ſpeaking: 
For it may be ask d, why, when it is faid, 
ſuppoſc, by the Father, I am the Lord, and 
there is none elſe, it may be ask d why 
there might not have been added, except 
my Son and Holy-Spirit, or ſome other 
ſaving Clauſe of like Kind? To this it may 
be anſwer'd, 


1. That it was needleſs. 
2. That it might have been hurtful. 


1. It was needleſs. None of thoſe De. 
clarations concerning the Unity of God, 
and the Worſhip due to God alone, were 
made at the Beginning, or before 1dolatry 
was grown into Practice. Their Intent 
and Deſign was to be a remedy againſt it, 
and to root it out of the World. Thoſe 
Declarations were then ſo underſtood, as it 
was intended They ſhould be, in oppoſi- 
tion to all Other God's, all that were plain- 
ly oppoſite to, or different from the one 


God of Iſrael. Thus the End of them 
was 
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was fully anſwerd; and there was no Oc- 


caſion explicitely to mention the Perſon of the 


Son, before the proper Time came to reveal 


his diſtin& Perſon and Character, fully and 


clearly to the World. After He was come, 
it was ſtill as needleſs to inſert any ſuch ſaving 
Clauſes; becauſe the revealing his Nature, and 
Character, and perſonal Perfections, was equi- 
valent thereto, and were interpretatively ſo 
many qualifying Clauſes or Exceptions; The 
reaſon of the Thing ſhowing that He muſt 
be ſuppoſed, as included always, without any 


ſpecial Proviſo for it. Thus, for Inſtance, 


If the Father claims all Worſhip, Homage, 
and Adoration, to Himfelf, becauſe Je- 
hovah, becauſe Creator, Suſtamer, and Pre- 


ſerver of all Things; and if it appears after- 


wards, that the Son alſo is Zehovah, Creator, 
Suſtainer, and Preſerver of all Things, it is 
manifeſt that the Worſhip of the Son comes 
within the Reaſon, Intent, and Letter of the 
Law about Yorſbip ; and therefore it cannot, 
by any Man of Senſe, be ſuppoſed to ex- 
clude Him from it. There is no need of 
any ſpecial Saluo to include a Perfon, 
whom Parity of Reaſon ſhows to be 
included of Courſe. So if it is ſaid, that 
the Father is the only God, or Lord, with- 
out any expreſs Caution or Saluo, we might 
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be apt to think it ſomewhat ſtrange to hear of 1 


any other Perſon who is God and Lord alſo: 
But when we find that this other Perſon is {6 
nearly related, as a Son to a Father; that He 
and his Father are one; that He who has ſeen 
one, has therein ſeen the other alſo; that He 
is in the Boſom of the Father, and as intimate 
to Him as Thought to the Mind; That all 
Things which the Father hath, are the Son's, 
and that what Things ſoever the Father doth, 
Thoſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe : When 
we find Them repreſented as one Temple, 
(Rev. 21. 22.) and as having but one Throne, 
(Rev. 22. I.) and making one Light, (Rev. 
21. 23.) and that He is in the — and 
the Father in Him: When we obſcrve the 
ſame Titles, the ſame Operations, the ſame 
Attributes, the ſame Glory, exc. aſcrib'd 
to Both in Holy-Scripture : When theſc 
and the like Conſiderations have been duly 
weigh'd, mult it not look ſtrangely imper- 
tinent to demand any Exception, or ſpecta! 
Salvo, as often as the Father is ſtiled the 
only God? The Scriptures ſuppoſe Men to 
= the uſe of their Reaſon, and that 
therefore there was no need to make e- 
preſs mention of the Son, whenever the 
Father is declared to be the only God; Fa- 
ther and Son being ſo much one, that 
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aſſerting it of Either, is implicitely aſſert- 
ing the ſame of Both #. And hence it may 
appcar, | 
2. That particular Exceptions and Cau- 
tions in this Caſe, were not only needleſs, 
but might have been hurtful. Had the 
firſt Commandment run thus; Thou ſhalt 
have no other Gods beſides me, except my 
Son, it had been plainly making the Son 
Another God , which was not the intent 
of Scripture, nor ſuitable to the Truth and 
Reaſon of the Thing. The Union and 
Intimacy between Father and Son is ſuch, 
that They are not mo Gods, but one God. 
This was the Jaca which Scripture was to 
inſinuate along with the Diſtinction of Per- 
ſons, and which it has every where care- 
fully kept up. What may be thought an 
Omiſſion in the Caſe, is really an Advan- 
tage; and the want of an Exception in re- 
ſpect of God the Son, or Holy. Ghoſt, is 
an Argument to us that their Unity is 
too ſtrict and intimate to admit of it. 
# El Ti; 754 Ae Oe, an voizeart ity H O- tworr{ 
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+ Atquin ſi nominaſſct illum, Separaſſet, ita dicens, Alius 


preter me non eſt, niſi Filius meus. Alium enim etiam Fi- 
dum feciſſet, quem de aliis excepiſſet. Tert. Prax. c. 18. 
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A late * Writer, upon theſe Words, in 
Deutermomy, I, even J. am He; and 
there is no God with me: (Deut. 32. 39.) 
obſerves that it is not ſaid, except it be in 
the ſame Eſſence, but abſolutely, there is 
no God. He might have obſerved alſo, 
that it is not faid, except it be in Sub. 
ordination to me, or, except ſuch it 
ferior Gods as are by my Appointment, 
but abſolutely, there is no God. To an- 
ſwer more directly; It is very true that 
Scripture has not mention'd any ſuch Ex. 
ception, becauſe it would have been im- 
proper, not to ſay abſurd, to do it. The 
deſign was to teach us that there is 70 o. 
ther God, beſides the God of Iſrael. Had 
He ſaid there is no other God, except it 
be in the ſame Eſſence, it had been the 
ſame as to ſay, there is no other God, cx- 
cept ane, who is not another God. But the 
Objector here ſuppoſes that two divine Per- 
fons, in the ſame Eſſence, are #wo Gods, 
which is ſuppoſing the Thing in Queſtion. 
The contrary appears from this very 
Text. For let us admit that it was ſaid, in 
the Perſon of the Father, I, even I, am 
Fe ; and there is no God with me: it is 
certain that God the Son was Then «<w#th 
Him, and that He was God before the 


ws Modeſt Flea, KC, P- 133. 


Founda- 
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Foundation of the World, Job. 1. 1. And 
yet there was 1 God, that is, no other 


God with Him, as appears from this Text: 
conſequently the Son is not another God, 
but the ſame God; and therefore two divine 
Perſons having the fame Eſſence, (as we are 


able to prove thoſe Two to have) are not 
two Gods, but one God. 


T have hitherto been obſerving the 


Scripture-manner of ſpeaking, in this Ar- 
ticle of the Unity, and have ſhown how 
caly it is to account for it, upon Catholick 
Principles. I ſhall juſt take notice farther, 
that the primitive Writers of the Church 
follow the ſame Stile exactly. We fhall 
frequently find Them giving the Title of 
one, or only. God, to the Father, in ſuch 
a manner, that if we look'd no farther, we 
might be apt to imagine that They thought 
of no other Perſon's being God but the Fa- 
ther. And yet perhaps, within a few 
Pages, or Lines, we ſhall meet with as full 
and ſtrong Expreſſions of the Divinity of 
the Son, as any are, or can be; that He is 
God, true God, God of the Fews, and 
the like. Theſe ſeeming Contrarictics they 
ſometimes leave without any Guard or Ex- 
plication, preſuming that no Chriſtian, who 
had been but tolerably inſtructed, could 
miſtake 
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miſtake the meaning. At other Times, up- 
on occaſion, They are more particular and 
explicite, ſhowing how reconcilcable and 
perfectly conſiſtent with each other, theſe 
Things are. They give us to underſtand 
that the excluſive Terms affect not the 
Son at all; that they are often meant in 
oppoſition to Idols only; that at the moſt 
they exclude only other Gods, and not the 
Son, who is the ſame, and * not another 
God, nor indeed another Perſon in ſuch 
a Senſe as ſeparate divided Perſons are 
other Perſons. They are Aiſtinct only, not 
ſeparate ; and therefore, in a qualified Senſe, 
the Son is very ſelf of the Father, as Ire. 
nexus expreſſes it, and as later Fathers, 
G ielos, alter Idem, or, alius Idem, 
another Self, another Same; diſtin and 
yet not different, one with the Father, and 
undivided from Him. From theſe and the 
like Hints and Illuſtrations, we eaſily un- 
derſtand what either the antient Crecds, or 
primitive Church-Writers mean by tiling 


* Igitur unus Deus Pater, & Alius abſque eo non eſt : quod 
ipſe inferens, non Filium negat, fed Alium Deum. Cæterum 
Alius a Patre Filius non eſt, Tere. Contr. Prax. c. 18. p. 510- 


Non ergo Alizs erat qui cognoſcebatur, & Alius qui, dice» 
bat nemo cognoſcit Patrem, ſed unus & Idem, omnia ſubjicente 
ei Patre, & ab omnibus accipiens Teſtimonium quoniam vere 
Homo, & vere Deus. In. p. 234, 235. | 
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the Father, the one, or only God *; a Title 
which they ſometimes apply to the Son 
alſo, but ſeldom, and ſparingly. The Rea- 
ſon is this: The Father is, as it were, the 
Top of Unity, the Head and Fountain of 
all: He is Firſt in our Conception of God, 
and therefore whether we ſpeak of the At 
mighty God, or the Eternal God, or the 
All-knowing God (and the Reaſon is the 
ſame for the only God, Unity being an At- 
tribute of the Godhead like Ommipotence, 
Eternity, &c.) we primarily and princi- 
pally mean the Father, tacitely nan 
the other two Perſons. 


* It is worth obſerving, how little Streſs the Ancients laid up- 
an the excluſive Terms. 

C'emens Alex. calls the Son the only Judge, p. 99. and only 
God, p. 84. 

i ben, calls the Son the only Lord, Contr. Celſ. p. 389. 

Cyril of Jeruſalem calls Him the only King, p. 223. 

Euſcbius underſtands, Pſ. 86. 10. God alone, &. and Iſa. 
44. 24. where it is ſaid, that He ſtretcheth forth the Heavens 
ALONE, of God the Son, 

Baruch 3. 35. This is our God, and there ſhall none other 
be accounted of in compariſon of Him, is by Cyprian (Te. 
. 2. c. 6.) and ty Lactantius (Epi. p. 116.) wnderſiood of God 
the Son: As it is alſo by the later Fathers in general. 

Micah 7. 18. Who is a God like unto Thee? G. is dſo b 
«arly Writer;, underſtood of God the Son. 

So alſo Ia. 44. 6. and Iſa. 45. 14, 15, See my Defence, gc. 
P- 31, 32. 

Now, had the Ancients acknowledged any ſuch Force of the 
excluhve Terms, as i inſiſted on by ſome q Xs the Father 


Himſelf muſt have been thereby excluded from being Judge, Lord, 
King, or God, f 
This 
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This is more decent, proper, and ſuit- 
able than to have fix'd theſe Names, Titles, 
or Attributes principally upon Either of the 
other two | Perſons, tacitely including the 
Father. The Nature of Language and Cu- 
ftomary way of ſpeaking required that They 
ſhould be thus generally fix'd upon one of 
the Perſons, and we are directed to which by 
the very Name of Father, denoting ſome 
kind of Priority of Order, ſuch as we 
cannot perfectly underſtand ; but a confuſe, 
general Perception of it, is ſufficient to all 
the purpoſes of Faith, or Worſhip. In 
ſtrictneſs, the one God is the whole Trinity: 
But we muſt be content to ſpeak as the Cu- 
ſtomary uſe of Language will bear. Our 
Ideas of Perſon are plainly taken from our 
Conceptions of Humane Perſons, and from 
them transferrd to other Subjects, though 
they do not ſtrictly anſwer in every Cir- 
cumſtance. Properly ſpeaking, He, and 
Him, are no more applicable to a divine 
Perſon, than She, or: Her: But we have 
no third way of denoting a Perſon; and ſo 
of the two, we chuſe the Beſt, and Cuſtom 
familiarizes it to us. In like manner, when 
we would ſpeak of God, we have but three 
ways of expreſſing our Thoughts, and 
none of them without ſome Inconvenience. 
To ſay, It, or That, meaning That Thing, 
or 
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or Subſtance, would found low and flat; 
and it is the way of ſpeaking. which we 
have, in a manner, appropriated to in- 
animate or irrational Beings: To ay 
He, or Him, ordinarily * carries in it the 
Idea of one Perſon only, and is there- 
fore inconvenient on that account, as not 
taking in all that we apprehend of the one 
true God: To ſay, They, or Them, would 
appear as if the Perſons were divided and 


ſeparate, like other Perſons, and might 


ſound as if the three Perſons were threr 
Gods. Of thoſe three Ways, the beſt and 
leaſt Offenſive is That which has been gene- 
rally taken, as well in Scripture, as in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Writings: which is to ſay, He, 


* 7 ſay ordinarily, not conſtamiy: And therefore the Argie- 
ment = from the perſonal Charadters I, 15 Thee, He, 
Him, applied to God, is very weak, and inconcluſrue againſt 6 
plurality of Perſons. We often find, in Scripture, the perſonal 
Characters of Thou, Thee, He, Him, aptlied to a whole Fa- 
mily, Tribe, or People collectively conſ:dired, (See Exod. 13. 
5, 7, 9, 11, 13. Numb. 22. 5, 6.23. 9. Deut. 1. 21, 31. 
4. 9, 10—11. If 18, 2. Joſh. 17. 15, 1 Sam. 15. 30 
And, at other Times, we find ſome Ti.iags applied to the Head 
of a Family, which belong not ſirictly to Him alone, but to Him 
and his Seed, (See Gen, 12. 2, 313. 1718. 18. 
48. 19, 20.49. 4. 8, Gc.) then may not the like Ex- 
treſſoms be uſed of God the Father, the Head and Fountain of abt 
other two divine Perſons, which yet ſtrictiy are not to be underſtood 
of Him alone, but of Him conſidered with his Son and Holy- 
Spirit, who are infinitely more united to Him than any earthy Pro- 
geny is, or can be, to their Head ? | 

This Argument is a Fortiori, and there is more than Parity 
of Reaſon to be pleaded in favour of this manner of ſpeaking, 
with Relation to the Perſons of the undivided Trinity. 


Or 
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or Him, ſpeaking of God, and meaning it 
of one Perſon, principally, yet not ex- 
cluding, but tacitely comprehending - the 
other Two, as partakers of the fame God 
head. And ſince it was thus neceſſary 
to fix upon one Perſon, who ſhould be 
primarily conliderd as God, it muſt of 
Courſe be the Father, who revealed his 
own Perſon firſt to the World, and was 
known under that Character before either 
the Son or Holy-Ghoſt were diſtinctly and 
fully revealed; who has ſtill the CharaQter 
of Father, as Head and Fountain of all, 
and is generally firſt in our Conception, 
when we ſpeak of God abſolutely, without 
particularly ſpecifying any Perſon of the 
Godhead. Yet I muſt obſerve to you, 
that it is far from being certain that the 
Father, or any particular Perſon, is al 
ways meant, whenever the Word God is 
uſcd abſolutely in Scripture. For, as I bc 
fore hinted, no good Reafon can be giyen 
why the Word God, may not be uſed in 
a large indefinite Senſe, not denoting any 
particular Perſon, juſt as the Word Man is 
often uſed in Scripture, not denoting any 
particular Man, but Man in general, ot 
Man indefinitely. (Gen. 6. 3, 7.— 8. -21- 
. 6. Deut. 8. 3. 1 Sam. 16. 7. Job 4. 17. 


—5. 7. Pſal. 56. 1178. 25.—90. 3118. 
=} 8 16.8. 
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16. 8. Hoſ. 11. 9. Matt. 4. 4. Lu. 4. 4. 
Luk. 18.4. 1 The, 4. 8. 1 Tim. 2.5. Tit. 3. 
4.) As the Word Man ſometimes ſtands for 
the whole Species; ſometimes indefinitely for 
any individual of the, Species, without de- 
termining which; and ſometimes for this or 


that particular Man: So, by way of Ana- 


logy, or imperfeft Reſemblance, the Word 
God may ſometimes ſignify all the divine 
Perſons s ſometimes any Perſon of the Three 
indefinitely , without determining which; 
and ſometimes one particular Perſon, either 
Father, Son, or Holy-Ghoſt. From what 
hath been ſaid, I am willing to hope, we 
may now ſufficiently underſtand, in- what 
Senſe, and under what Reſtrictions, the 
Father is (ct forth in Scripture - or Anti- 
quity, as the One or Only God, I proceed 
now, e 


II. To conſider, what we may reaſonably 
and fairly infer from the Scripture-Declara- 
tions of the Unity. Of this very briefly; 
that I may not treſpaſs (as I fear I already 
have) too long upon your Patience. 


1. We may certainly infer from The 
that They - abſolutely exclude all Rival 
or Anti-Gods, ſet up in oppoſition to God 

7 * 50. 
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the Father; conſequently all 7dpls, and all 
the Gods of the Heathen-Nations. 


2, We may farther infer, that They do as 
certainly exclude all ſuch Gods as the Mar- 
cionites, or Others, pretended to be beſides, 
or Superior to, the Creator and God of 
Tfrael. 


3. We may alfo reaſonably infer, that 
They exclude all Things, or Perſons wharſo- 
ever, that are ſeparate from, or alzene to; that 
are not neceſlarily included in, and compre- 
hended with, God the Father: Briefly, They 
exclude all other Gods; Conſequently, They 
exclude all Creatures: For ſince all Creatures 
are poſterior in Time, and different in Nature, 
They are adventitious, and extraneous; They 
are not neceſſarily included in God the Fa- 
ther; He was without them, and may be again, 
if He pleaſes: If they are Gods, in any 
Senſe, they are other Gods, not the ſame 
God with God the Father; and ſo ſtand ex- 
cluded from having the Name or Title of 
God, in any proper or religious Senſe; and 
from receiving any kind, part, or degree 
of our religious Homage, Worſhip, or 
Adoration, Socinians and Ariaus have 
ſplit upon this Abſurdity, ſuppoſing the Son 

| t0 
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to be a Creature only, and yet receiving 
Him as God, Another God beſides the 
Father; which is Polytheiſas and Grn- 
tiliſim, condemn'd by Scripture, and all 
Catbolick Antiquity. The Ariaus, Anticnt 
and Modern, have appear d ſo ſenſible of it, 
that they never durſt openly profeſs it; 
being reduced to this hard, and truly piti- 
able Caſe, to receive, in reality, into their 
Creed, what They are aſhamed to expreſs 
in Terms x. 


They are uſed to inſiſt much upon the 
Force of the excluſue Terms, when they 
have a mind to exclude the Perſon of the 
Son from being one God with the Father : 
But they intirely forget that the excluſcue 
Terms have any force at all, when they 
imagine that they do not ſo much as ex- 
clude Creatures from being Gods, but leave 


* Conſequens eſt, inquam, ut aut non colatis Chriſtum, 
aut non amm Deum colatis ſed dos. Ad hoc Tu re | 
conatus, multum quidem locutus es, aſſerens quod & Chri 
Deum colatis: Sed duos Deos a vobis coli, quamvis non nega- 
veris, tamen non auſus es cohfiteri. enim, duos. Devs 
eſſe colendos, Chriſtianas aures ferre non poſſe. O quam de 
proximo Te corrigeres, {i timeres credere quod dicere timuiſti! 
cum enim clamet Apoſtolus, corde creditur ad juſtitiam, ore cun- 
feſſio frat ad Salntem : Sl ad jaſtiram putes pertinere quid ana, 
cur Hoc ad Salutem etiam ore non confiteris ? Si autem duos 
Deos colendos ad Salutem non pertinet confiteri, ſine dubio nec 
ad juſtitiam' pertinet credtre. Vid. Auguſtin, Contr. Makim. 
J. 1. p. 677, 678. 


1 room 
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room for other Gods, for two Gods, or three 
Gods, and as many Objects of Worſhip. 
Thus they appear to „rain at a Gnat while 
they can ſwallow a Camel; and uſe Arguments 
againſt the Catholicks, - which recoil more 
ſtrongly upon Themſelves. They are forc'd, 
in their Turn *, to plead that the excluſrue 
Terms are intended chiefly in ition to 
Idols and Falſe-Gods; and that they do not 
exclude Chriſt from being true God, and true 
Object of Worſhip : Which is unſaying all 
that they had before aſſerted, and is unrayel- 
ing their own Argument, ſo far as concerns 
the bare neceſſary Force of the excluſrue 
Terms. For if They do not exclude Crea. 
tures, (Strangers and Aliens, in compariſon) 
from being true Gods, much leſs can They 
be ſuppoſed neceſſarily to exclude God's own 
Son, of the ſame Nature, and Duration, and 
Perfections with Himſelf (if the Thing be 
poſſible) from being true God with Him, 
and one God with Him. - This then muſt be 
argued from other Topicks, and not from 
any ſuppoſed neceſſary Force of the exclu- 
ſrve Terms. To conclude, we may ob- 
ſerve that Scripture, and Antiquity often 
tell us of God and God, but never of two 


„e Clarke's Reply, p. 50. 69. Vid. & Crell. de uno Deo 
Patre, Se6t. 1. c. 1. | 
Gods ; 
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Gods; Creator and Creator, but never two 
Creators; Saviour and Saviour, but never 
two Saviours; Lord and Lord, but never 
two Lords; Judge and Judge, but never 
two Judges ; King and King, but never 
two Kings. Theſe Things are caſily ac- 
counted for upon Catholic Principles: Father 
and Son are one Creator, one Saviour, one 
Lord, one Fudge, one King, and one God, 
becauſe their Operations, Attributes, Powers 
and Perfections, (and conſequently the Sub- 
ſtance of Both) are One. To Father, Son, 
and Holy-Ghoſt, all Honour and Glory be 
now and for ever. Amen. 
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CHRIST's DIVINI T proved from his 
Coequality with the FATHER. 


'OR 


EqQuality of CHRIST 
WITH-THE 


FATHER 


The fifth SERMON preached han. 6. 17 19-20. 


PHIL. II. 55 6,7, 8, 9, 10, TT» 


Let this mind be in you, which was alſo 
in Chriſt Jeſus : who being in the Form 
of God, thought it not Robbery to be 
equal with Cod, but made Himſelf 4 
no Reputation, and took upon Him the 
Form of a Servant, and was made itt 
the likeneſs of Men: And being found 
in faſhion as a Man, He humbled Him- 
ſelf, and became obedient unto Death, 
even the Death of the Croſs. Wherefore 

0d alſo hath highly exalted Him, and 

F given 
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given Him a Name which is above every 

ame, that at the Name of Jeſus every 
Knee fbould bow, # 27 in Heaven, 
and Things in Earth, and Things under the 
Earth; and that every Tongue cum 
feſs that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, to the 
Glory of Cod the Father. 


TE VHERE have been great Diſputes be- 
tween. the Cathelicks and Arians, 
— about this Paſlage : Both ſides claim 
ing it as their own, and as directly favour- 
ing their reſpective Principles. They have 
Neither of Them been content to be on 
the Defenſtue only, in reſpect of This, as 
in ſeveral other Texts; but, interpreting 
the Words differently, and taking them un- 
der contrary Views, They urge them againſt 
cach other, and appeal to them as decr/rue 
Both ways, according to their reſpettive * 
Tenets and Perſuaſſons. My deſign is to 
inquire carefully into the meaning of fo re 
markable a Paſſage, and to fix it, where it 
ought to lic, on the Cathalick fide. It will 
be proper to take along with us the Sc 
and Intent of the Apoſtle in it, as a ſure 
Mark to direct us to the true and genuine 
Senſe of it. The two Verſes immediately 
preceding thoſe of the Text, run thus: 
Let nothing le done through Serife and 
. Vain. 
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Vain glory, but in Ioolineſs of Mind let 
each eſteem other better than Themſelves. 
Look not every Man on his own Things, 
but every Man alſo on the Things of O. 
thers. Then follows; Let this Mind be 
in you, which was alfo in Chriſt Feſus, &c. 
The Apoſtle propoſes Chriſt as a perfect 
Pattern and Example of the Virtue, or Vir- 
tues which He had been recomniending. 
And what were They? Humility, Modeſty, 
Philanthropy „in oppoſition to Vain-glory, 
Oſtentation, and Self-ſecking: - He exhorts 
the Philppians to good-Nature' and Ten- 
derneſs, to wave all little Niceties and Punc- 
tilios of Ceremony, and to be willing to 
Sacrifice their Reputation or Honour, up 
on occaſion, to the Glory of God, and the 
Good of Others. Thus far, by way of 
Preliminary. Now let us proceed to the 
Inſtance given, as a powerful Motive to 
incite them to put on that happy Temper 
of Mind. It is the Example of Chriſt Jeſus : 
Who being in the Form of God, thou o 
it not Robbery to be equal 7 id God : 
made Himſelf of no Reputation, and — 
3 Him the Form of a Servant, and ſo 
Here, every Word almoſt will require 
a E and particular Diſcuſſion. We 
muſt therefore be content to advance ſlow- 
ly, that we may clear our way as we 59, 
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and at length ſum up the whole in a ſhort 
Paraphraſe, concluding with a few brief 
Obſeryations upon it. And this is all the 
Order, or Method that I propoſe to obſerve, 
in my following Diſcourſe. "Hi 


I begin with the Words: ho being in 
the Form of God: & woppy G. We do not 
meet with this Phraſe elſewhere in Scriprure. 
But there are two Paſſages, one in the Epi- 
ſtle to the Coloſſians, the other in the Epiſtle 
to the Hebrews, which are near akin to it, 
and may help to direct us to the true Senſe 
of it. Our bleſſed Lord is by our Apoſtle 
ſtiled the Image of the inviſible God, (Co- 
loſſ. 1. 15.) There is not much Difference 
between «wv and woppy, betwixt Image and 
Form: and therefore probably the Apoſtle 
might intend the ſame thing by being in the 
Form of God, and being the Image of the 
inviſible God. Now, as to the meaning of 
Chriſt's being the [mage of the inviſible God, 
it is well explain'd by the Words immediate- 
ly There following: wpwIorox@» warns xliows : 
Born (or begotten) before every Creature, 
that is, as He was Son of before the 
Creation of the World. Thus was He the 
Image of God, bearing his Figure and Re- 
ſemblance, as truly, fully, and perfectly, 
as a Jon of Man, has all the Features, 
| Linea- 
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Lineaments, and Perfections belonging to 
the Nature of Man. And thus Ants 
uity * has conſtantly underſtood Chriſt to 
the Image of God, as He is God's Son. 
In the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, Chapter 
the firſt, we find our bleſſed Lord deſcribed 
under the Character of Son of God, and 
Heir of all Things, by whom God made 
the Warlds, v. 2. And immediately after, 
He is (aid to be the dTavſagua, the ſhining 
forth of his Father's Glory, and the ex- 


eſs Image of his Perſon, as we render 
| 2 or, as 072 think the mare probable 


Conſtruction to be, of his f Subſtance. This 

In ie & Imagine, qua Flu Patris, vere Dei prædi- 
catus eſt. . Contr, Marc. I. 5. c. 20. p. 486. 

Bi dc d, & oed F digg, de gies 1 4 
2014ud5s, © eVryx); ianrariac & ase eixwr, 6 vg. 
avy@r, &c. Origen. apud Athan, Tom. 1. p. 233. 

TA. w / Carty ie 42435. 1 Count og 0 116 8 a 
1 bg, Try D 1 an] 38 auTy one Sets >mnuated umn, 
drag e F malig ry, Y g 


Tre Nan Alexand. Theed. E. H. I. 1. c. 4. p. 15. 


As to  Poſi-Nicene Writers, ſee Petavius, who has colledied 
their Teſtimonies, and who gives his Fudgment of all in theſe 
Words 1 


Porro ex vi, & nativa Conditione ionis ſux Hoc 
Imaginem habere, ut Auctorem repreſentet: ue Verbum 
«x52, & Imaginem ideo nominari, quoniam ita procedit a 
Patre, ut cum neceſſario exprimat, Antiqui omnes Theologi 
demonſtrant; qui Imaginem dici Verbum Dei aſſerunt, quate- 
nus a Patre gignitur. Petay. de Trin. I. 6. c. 5. p. 326. 

Vid. Petav. de Trin. 1. 6, c. 6. per Totum. 

1 Sd Cent anavyarus © N ονε. Origen, Contr. 
Celſ. p. 342. ; 
7 5: Fe 1 15 


Serm. V. vith abe EXE. 
is a farther Confirmation that thaſe Expreſ. 
ſions of e, or Form of God, relate to 
Chriſt's or Filiatian, whereby Bc is, 
as it were, the exact Copy os Reſemblance: 
of God the Father, in reſpect of his divine: 
Nature; being as truly God of God, in That 
Capacity, as He is Man of ut Anothev.. 
Thus, as before ſaid, the Ante. Muse 26 
E 
Phraſes Chriſt's being 

God, and expreſs Image of e Hippo: 
And not only fo, but the very 
the Text, ———— — 
were by Them #* believed to ſignify his be- 
ing God, or God of God, or Sow of God, 
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Compare the parallel Expreſfons in the Apperyphal | Epob of . 


Wag. 

Artis Tas F Org Forapet ws" Vile The T manJoxegrog®- 26, 
bag SN Ae Ss ai, deen ogy axnAidw}or . 
5 Oed cregyoing* rey Fig ονν , c. N. v. 2, 26. 

Aque non crit Deus Chriſtus vere, fi nec Homo vere. 
fuit in effigie Hominis conſtitutus. quod ſi in effigic & ima- 
Nas, quis — TICS in effi- 

imagme Hominis, vero Hominem 
. Tertul. Contr. Mare. 14 5 20. p. 486. 

O peveryern F Oed Aoyor, Obe Udgxw on Ort, wreruncy 
ia, &c, Hippolytus, Vol. 2. p. 29, Fabric, Ed 

Orcs; ho never tow] >» & die ion Ge. Conc. Antioch. 
Labb. Vol. 1. p. 848. 

H 3 7 ue On 4 Oe, © 6 3 ut r a —— 2 yo 9:5, 
Dionyſ. Alex. Conte. Paul. Samoſat. p. 853. Labb 

Quamvis eſſet in Forma Dei, non eſt rapinam arbitratus æ· 
qualem ſe Deo eſſe. Quamvis enim ſa ex Des. Patre Deum 
eſſe meminiſſet, nunquam, gc. Novas. d Din. c. 17. 

Ipſe a Patre exaltatus fit, quia ſe in Terris S & Virtus, 
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All amounting to the ſame Thing. This 
Conſtruction agrees alſo perfectly well with 
the Context, which no other does. For 
the Phraſe of jwoepnv οννοον KaCuv, taking up- 
on Him the "Form of a Servant, is plainly: 
meant of his taking upon Him Humane 
Nature, becoming thereby a Servant of 
God in that Capacity. The Apoſtle Him- 
ſelf interprets the Form of a Servant, by 
the Words immediately following e hoi. 
pal diSewro you, that is, being made 
in the likeneſs of Man; which is the ſame 
with being really and truly Man: being 
in the Form of Man, as Son of Man, in 
like manner, as He was before ſaid to have 
been in the Form of God, as Son of God. 
The * Antients have conſtantly interpreted 
the Form of @ Servant, in the Senſe which 
I have mention'd. Humane Nature was 
that Form of a Servant, which our Lord 
aſſumed, and He became a Servant, by 
becoming Man. The Conſtruction then 
now given of the Words, & woepi H, be- 


& Sapiemtia Dei Patris humiliavit. Cypr. de Unitat. Eccl. p. 
n ; 
The Sentiments of Poſt-Nicene Fathers are well known, and 
need not be mention d. | 
Herm. Paſtor. Simil, 5. c. 2. Clem. Alexandr. p. 251, 
Origen. in Joh. p. 34. Hippolyt. Vol. 2. p. 2, 3, 29. No- 
vat. c. 17. Euſcb, in Pſalm. p. 616, Hilar. in Pal. p. 325- 
Ed. Bened. Athanaſ. Orat. 1. p. 447. Edit. Bened. Cyril. 
Hicroſol. p. 322. Ed. Ox. | 
ing 
8 
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ing agrecable to the Context, as well as to 
.the literal Grammatical Signification of the 
Words; and being beſides countenanc'd by 
parallel Places of Scripture, and received 
by the Anticnts in general, it is certainly 
preferable to any other ; and we need not 
look out farther for a Meaning, when we 
have ſo great reaſon to believe that this is 


the true, and the only true one that can 


be aſſign d. Yet I muſt not conceal from 


you, that there. is another Interpretation, 
which has been taken up of late, and much 
contended for by ſome of the. Arian Per- 
ſuaſion. I muſt obſerve to you, in the 
way of Preliminary, that all the Appear- 
ances of God, under the Old Teſtament, 
were ſuppoſed by the Antients to have been 
in, and 'by God the Son. It was He that 
called Himſelf God of Abraham, Iſaac and 
Jacob, and all along headed and conducted 
the People of the Fews. This Notion, ſo 
far, is juſt, and the Fact true, and it is of 
very good ule againſt the Socinians eſpe- 
cially; and, I may add, againſt the 
Arians alſo, when righty underſtood. But 
ſome amongſt us, miſtaking this Matter, 
have been pleas'd to ſpeak of thoſe Appear- 
ances, or Tranſactions of the Son of God, 
as being little more than what any Angel 
or Archangel might haye been capable of 

ſuſtain- 
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daſtaining. ' They call it per/onating God, 
acting in hir Name, and 4. his Words. 
And thus they underſtand that our Lotd was, 
before his Incarnation, & woepy rs, in tbe 
Form of God, being God's Legate, Vire- 
gerent, or Repreſentative. But againſt this 
men lies theſe vying Objections. 


I. That this Conſtruction of cy HDi, Os, 

is perfectly precariams. They cannot name 
any antient Catholick Writer that ever ſo 
underſtood it; nor bring any parallel Text 
of Scripture to countenance it. 


2. In the next place, the very Suppoſition 
it ſelf of Chriſt's perſanating God, in any 
ſuch low Senſc, is a meer Fancy and Fiction, 
unſupported by Scripture or Catholick Anti- 
quity. The primitive Writers, who ſpeak of 
it, underſtood that our Blefled Lord did not 
barely perſonate God, but was Himſelf really 
God, and ſpoke in his own Name, as well 25 
the Father's; being Himſelf, Lord, and God, 
Cc. as Co eternal and Co- eſſential Son of the 
Father x. So that this Interpretation of Horm 
of God, ſo far as there is any thing of Truth 
in it, will at length reſolve into the ver) 
ſame which I have before given. 


ce my Deſenſe, Cc. Qu. 2. p. 34, Cc. 
3. Admit- 
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3. Admitting, (but not granting) that 
God the Son perſimared the Father in any 
ſuch low Semſe as is pretended, (Tho our 
Adverſaries cannot ſhow , that He ever 
ſaid, 1 am God the Father, as He might 
have faid, upon their FTypotheſis ; which is 
worth obſerving) yet That cannot be the 
meaning of & poppy Os in the Text; for 
this plain Reaſon: Becauſe St. Pan! going 
about to magnify the great Condeſc 
of God the Son, from the higheſt Pinnacle 
of Glory (if I may ſo ſpeak) to the loweſt 
Inſtance of Contempt and Ignominy, would 
certainly begin with the mention of what 
He was in his higheſt Capacity. Now his 

rſonating the Father is nothing fo Ho- 
nourable a Circumſtance, as what St. John 
ſpeaks of in rhe firſt Ch of his Gofpel, 
or what St. Pan! himſelf has obferved, 
(Colofſ: 1. 15, 16.) His being God from the 
Beginning, and Maker of the World, 
are of much higher Import than per/ona- 
ting God, which any Angel might do, in 
ſuch a low Senſe as is here pretended. If 


then the Apaſtl's Argument did require 
that He ſhould begin with the higheſt In- 
ſtance of Perfection belonging to the Son, 
and if there be really a hzgher than is con- 
tain d in this Circumſtance of perſonating 
God (ſuppoſing it any thing more than a 

| Fiction) 
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Fiction) it is a Demonſtration that St. Paul 
did not intend & pwoepy O, (in the Form of 
God) in any ſuch low Senſe, as would only 
leſſen the Miracle of Chriſt's Condeloention, 
and weaken. the Force of The Apoſtle's Ar- 
gument. So much for This. Having ſettled 
the meaning of the Phraſe, c woepy e, ſig- 
nifying as much as God of God, or eſſential- 
ly Divine; we may next proceed to the 
following Words: n it no R * to 
be equal 1 5 Cod. 


The Phraſe ax «praſyu iyicale, occurs 
not any where elſe in Scripture; nor, ſo 
far as I can find, in any profanc Writer; 
(for there is a Difference between dęraſua 
and ah¼νο Ü So that all the Light we can 
have into it, muſt be from the Grammati- 
cal Meaning of the Word, and from An- 
tient Verſions, and from Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 
ters, and the Context. Our Tranſlators 
have rendred the Words literally, and in- 
deed very juſtly. It will not however be 
amiſs to inquire what may be fairly plead- 
ed for their Interpretation. T; hought it 
not Robbery to be equal with God. 
The Antienteſt Verſions of the New Teſta- 
ment fayour this rendring; the Greek and 
Latin Fathers, from the fourth Century 


* Vid. Wooton Præfat. ad Clem. Rom. p. 187. 
down- 
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downwards, do as plainly countenance it. 
Nay * Tertullian, of — ſecond or third 
Tentury, ſeems to have underſtood it in the 
fame Senſe. The words will, in ſtrict pro. 
priety, bear it; And not only ſo, but 
more naturally and properly than any 
other. Let us then put the Senſe toge- 
ther, and ſee how it will ſtand. Who be- 
ing Son of God, and therefore eſſe cntially 

< God, thought it nat Robbery, that is, 
« knew that He did not wrongfully or 
4 unreaſonably aſſume 0 be equal with 
« God: But notwithſtanding, was plcas'd to 
« make himſelf of no Reputation, &c. The 
Apoſtle having before told us that the Son 
was really God (which I have ſhown to 
be the meaning of being in the Form 
of God) might yery juſtly add, that he 
was equal with God; which is only ex- 
: oy of what he had ſaid, and more 
Emphatically expreſſing the Dignity and 
Majeſty of That Perſon, whoſe Condeſcen- 
ſion he was going to Illuſtrate. The Phraſe, 
D 77a Ow, admits of no conſtruction ſo 


naturally, as this, 70 be equal with God. 


* Sermo enim Deus, qui in effigie Dei conſtitutus, non rapi- 
nam exiſtimavit pariari Deo. Tertull. p. 329. 

Deus erat Sermo. . Hic certe eſt qui in effigie Dei con- 
ſtitutus, non rapinam exiſtimavit eſſe | & wqualem Deo Ibid, 


* p. 504. 
M * The 
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*The force of it lies in the word i). For, 
whatever Inſtances may be brought of the uſe 
of the Word ea, it can never be ſhown that 
Tea ſignifies any thing ſo naturally as to 
be equal to, or equal with What con- 
firms this conſtruction, is, that the Antients 
+ frequently infer the Equality of the Son 
with the Father, from his being the Son of 
God, or the Image of God; Either of 
which comes to the ſame Senſe with St. 
Pauls Form of God. And why might 
not St. Paul make the ſame juſt Infe- 
rence from the ſame Premiſes, ſince it 
flows ſo naturally from them, and was 
yery pertinent to the Argument on which 
he was treating? The moſt conſiderable 
objection againſt it is from the particle 
aa, following after; which ſome think, 
ſhould rather have been >> shes, or the 
like. But this piece of Criticiſm is eaſily 
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* See Pearſon on the Creed, Article 2. p. 123. 

+ Er bene qui dixit ipſum immenſum Patrem in Filio 
menſuratum : menſura enim Patris Filius, quoniam & capit 
eum. Tren. I. 4. c. 4. p. 231. HP! 

O $#4405 =, 06 @aveewrale; %% Fed, 6 To Ata orn 7 
2 tHirwIti oth wv u awry, * 6 Aoyoes xy Ov TY Oed. 
Clem. Alex. p. 86. Ed. Ox. 
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des cu The eixore & walegs & 7 i 
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weytds; magrara The exo, Orig: Contr; Cell, p. 323. 
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got over: It is frequent * for the Sacred 
Writers to have the Word d inſtead of 
an e, ſignifying howbert, or never- 
theleſs : and fo indeed our Tranflators 
ſhould have render'd it here, agreeably to 
their rendring of the words preceding. 
I ſhall give two or three Inſtances out of 
St. Paubs own Writings. 1 Cor. 9. 12. If 
others be partakers of this Pawer over 
you, are not we rather ? Nevertheleſs 
(ad in the Greek) we have not uſed 
this Pewer. So again: Rom. 5. 13, 14. 
Sin is not imputed when there is no 
Law: Nevertheleſs ( ada again) Death 
reigu d from Adam to Moſes. There is 
therefore no ſufficient ground for laying 
aſide this conſtruction on account of the 
particle; which may, and often does ſig- 
nify the ſame as nevertheleſs, howbett , 
notwithſtanding &c. Thus far 1 haye been 
pleading for That Senſe of the Words which 
appears in our Engliſh yerſion. The ſum 
of the plea is: that it is /zteral and gram 
matical, agrees with the oldeſt Verſions; 
is countenancd by Tertullian in the begin- 


* Gen. 40. 15. 2 Chron, 30. 11. Iſa. 49. 15. Matth. 24. 6. 
Mark 9. 13, 22.— 10. 43. — 13. 7, 20, 24. 14. 29, 36. 
Luk. 16. 30.—2 1. 9. Joh. 11. 11, 16.— 16. 7. Act. 7. 47. 
2 Cor. 5,16, 7. 6.— 12. 16. Coloſſ. 2. 1. 2 Tim. 1. 12. 
2 Pet, 3. 14. 1 Tim. 1. 16. Revel. 2. 4, 6. 
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ning of the third Ccntury, and by the Ca- 
tholick Fathers in general * after the Nicene 
Council, is very pertinent to the Apoſtle's 
Argument, and there's no objection of weight 
from the Context againſt it. If this con- 
ſtruction be admitted, the Apoſtle's reaſon- 
ing, fo far, will run thus. Who being eſ⸗ 
« ſentially God, as Son of God, knew that 
« he was rightfully, and naturally equal 
« with God, and could not be ſaid to u- 
« {urp or arrogate in reſpect to what was 
« his own. Nevertheleſs he made himſelf 
« of no reputation, appearing and acting 
« much below his Dignity, taking upon 
« him Humane Nature, &c. It muſt be 
own'd that ſome of the Amnte-nicene writers 
interpreted the Words differently. f Ori 
gen, underſtanding the whole paſlage, as it 


* I may give one or two for a Specimen. | 

Quid eſt vn rapinam arbitratus eſt eſſe ſe equalem Deo? Non 
uſurpavit æqualitatem Dei, ſed erat in illa in qua natus erat, 
Auguſt. Tract. in Fah. 17. i 

Non quaſi rapinam habebat æqualitatem cum Patre, quam 
in Subſtantia ſui, tanquam Deus & Dominus poſſidebat. Am- 
broſ. de Fid. I. 2. c. 8. 

Non alienum arbitratus eſt, eſſe quod natus eſt. Aug. Contr, 
Max. p. 681. | 

Manens enim in Forma Dei, non vi aliqua ſibi ac Rapina, 
id quod erat, præſumendum exiſtimavit, ſcilicet ut Deo eſſet 
æqualis. Erat enim in Dei Forma, nihilque ei ex ejus gloria 
deerat, in cujus Forma manebat; ſed Formam ſervi ſui 
Humilitatem accepit, &c. Hilar. in Pſalm. p. 325. Ed. 

+ Origen. in Joh. p. 34. 413. He ſeems to be of the ſame 
Opinion in his Book againſt Celſus. See p. 167, 168, 172. 

ſeems, 
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ſeems, of the Man Chriſt Jeſus, (whoſe 
Soul he ſuppoſed to have pre-exi/ted) inter- 
prets the Phraſe, &x aprayuer nynoaro &C. 
did not aſſume, or covet to be honoured as 
God. And this conſtruction he was led in- 
to, from this conſideration, That the AsyG», 
or Divine Nature of Chriſt, could not be 
capable of any proper Exaltation. Nova- 
tian * underſtands the paſſage, of the A5y@Cy, 
or Divine Nature, and makes the Senſe 
to be, that Chriſt did not pretend to an 
abſolute Equality with God the Father, con- 
ſidering Himſelf as /econd only, or as Son 
of the Father. The Churches of Lions and 
Vienne (in a Letter recorded by f Euſebius) 
ſeem to underſtand it thus, That our Lord 

did not aſſume to Himſelf, as he juſtly might 
have done, to be honoured as God, but, waved 
his Privilege, and declined all oftentation of 
his Glory, for a pattern to, and for the good 
of others. The three interpretations now 
mention'd are different from cach other, and 
all of them reconcilable with Catholick 
Principles. Origens, tho ſingular, is very 
ſafe, for one that would be only upon the 
Defenſive, in reſpect of this Text, againſt 
the Arians. Novatian's may ſerve either 
way, becauſe while he denies only ſuch an 


* Novatian., de Trin. c. 17. 
1 Euſeb. E. Hiſt, I. 5. e. 2. 
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Equality as no Catholick contends for, He 
aſſerts the true Equality of Nature between 


Father and Son x. The third Interpretation 


is too looſe and general to make any thing 
of, on either ſide: Only this is obſervable 
of them all, That They conſtrue the words 
x dęrayh nynoaro &c. not as a part of 
the preceding Character of Chriſt's great. 
neſs, but as part of the conſequent Account 
of his Humiliation, ſo far contrary to the 
Interpretation which I have before been 
pleading for. You may have obſerved from 
what has been already hinted, that taking 
the words as 4 part of the conſequent Ac- 
rount of Chriſt's Humiliation, they are 
ſtill capable of a very good meaning, and 
no way favourable, but contradictory to the 


* Phexbadius of the fourth Century, a zealous Defender of the 
Catholic Doctrine againſt the Arians; yet ſcruples not to interpret 
this Text nearly in the ſame way with Novatian. 

Hic Sermo, cum in Forma Dei eſſet, Sapientia & ratione, & 
Spiritus ratione, & Spiritus virtute conſtructus, Hoc eſt, totam 
vim Dei poſſidens, non ſe Deo Patri adequavit, ſed Formam ſervi 
accipiens humiliavit ſe uſu ad mortem. Induerat enim quod 
ſervire, quod mori poſſit. Phœbad. Contr. Arian. Bibl. Patr. 
Tom. 4. p. 304. 

Cyril alſo of Alexandria ſeems, in one place, to have underſtood the 
Werds SY, A RY Wh 27e, as part of the conſequent Account 
of Chriſs Humiliation. 

'O wp N F d ne 2 Kg, re wer wel 76 ei 
neg n © ivorylt 79 5, was omigv e Wogs NY waligy, % 
Toig Þ 9607470; t Yano, . 4297 Hy hv ονα,ð/H/t TD 


eine ion Or, wax ta] KC. Cyril. Alex, Contr. Jul. J. 6. 
P. 195- 


Arian 
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Arian Hypotheſis. For let the Senſe of the 


Paſſage appear as follows. 


« Who being eſſentially God, (and conſe- 


« quently having a rightful claim to be Ho- 
© noured equally with God) yet did not co- 
« yet or deſire to be ſo Honoured, did not 
« inſiſt upon his right, but for the great- 
ce er Glory of God, and for the good of 
« others, choſe rather, (in the particular In- 
ce ftance of his Incarnation) to wave his 
c pretenſions, and, in appearance, to re- 
« cede from them,” This way of Para- 
phraſing the Words, takes off the Objection 
about the particle dM\\a, and anſwers to 
That. Senſe of the Phraſe, &y derayper fyn- 
caro, which Origen, Novatian, and the 
Churches of Lions &c. took it in; and 
withal ſecures the main point which we in- 
ſiſt on from this Text, namely, the Equa- 
lity, the eſſential Equality of the Son to 
the Father. In fine, Either Senſe of the 
Phraſe, &x dpraywov npnoaro, will ſuit very 
well with Catholił Principles; but it is the 
latter only that can be any way drawn to 
favour the Arians: which indeed is the true 
reaſon why they contend ſo much for it. 
As to the two Interpretations which I have 
given, the firſt, agreeing with our Engliſh 
Verſion, ſeems to me preferable, It has 
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been, in a manner, the ſtanding Interpreta- 
tion for 1300 Years, It has given indeed 
great uncaſineſs to the Arians; but they 
were never yet able, nor ever will be, to 
confute it. I paſs on to the next words. 
But made Himſelf of no Reputation, and 
took upon him the Form of a Servant, 
and was made in the likeneſs of Men. 
Which Words ſhould have been turn'd thus; 
Nevertheleſs he emptied Himſelf, taking 
the Form of a Servant, being made in the 
Likeneſs of Men. This rendring is not 
only more exact and conformable to the O- 
riginal, but alſo more ſuitable to the ren- 
dring of the Words preceding. When our 
Lord is ſaid to have made Himſelf of no 
Reputation, or to have emptied Himfelf, 
which ſignifies much the ſame, we are not 
to ſuppoſe that he * loſt any thing which he 
had before; or that he ceaſed to be in the 


Ei J x oaus Irnroy % Yoko arFownivdu E sg 6 
4 H . Ot; A, cond TY KEATW PLEETHITY 1 PATIL 
FAGT]THON, uerFavtrw 576 6 oy, dts wp vage, wy maya 
T5 esSua, i * 9X4. Tvyxe)ac ala * &c. Origen. Contr, Cell. 

. 170. | 

Non amittens quod erat, ſed aceipiens quod non erat, Aft. 
in Jah. Tract. 17. 

Erni vt awre ry 3:67 > Euſeb. I. 1. c. 13. 

Nam etſi Apoſtolus ſemetipſum exinaniſſe dicit, Formam 
ſervi ſuſcipiendo, non utique fic exinanitum accipimus ut 
aliud quam quod fuerat idem Spiritus fieret: Sed ut ſepoſito 
interim Majeſtatis ſuæ Honore, Humanum Corpus indueret, 
quo ſuſcepto, Salus Gentium fieret. Ut enim Sol cum nube 

a Form 
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'Form of God, by taking on him the Form 
of Man. No: He had the ſame eſſential 
Glory, the ſame real Dignity, which he ever 
had, but among Men concealed it; appear- 
cd not in Majeſty and Glory like to God, 
but diveſted Himſelf of every dazling ap- 
pearance, and every outward mark of Ma- 
jeſty and Greatneſs, * condeſcending to ap- 
pear, and act, and converſe as a Man, like 
unto us in all things, Sin only excepted. 
In this Senſe it is that our Lord emptied 
Himſelf. He came not with any pomp and 
oſtentation of Greatneſs, he laid aſide his 
Godlike Majeſty, and diſrobed Himſelf, as 
it were, of all out ward Glories, becoming 
a Man, a miſerable Man, and in that Na- 
ture, Suffering, Bleeding, and Dying for us. 


tegitur, claritas ejus comprimitur, non cæcatur; & Lumen 
ilud quod toto orbe diffuſum claro Splendore cuncta per- 
fundit, parvo admodum obſtaculo nubis includitur, non au- 
fertur: Sic & Homo ille quem Dominus Jeſus Salvatorque 
noſter, id eſt, Deus, Deique Filius induit, Deum tamen in 
illo non intercepit, ſed abſcondit. Pſeud-Ambrof. de Fid. 
Orthodox. c. 8. p. 355. Ed. Bened. 
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Wherefore God hath alſo highly exalted 
Him. Here we muſt make a Pauſe, and 
inquire diligently, what this Exa/tation 
means. One that is 7ruly Son of God, and, 
in a proper Senſe, God, cannot be proper- 
ly exalted: that is, cannot be preferr d to 
any higher or better State than he ever en- 
joy'd, nor receive any improvement of, or 


acceſſion to his eſſential Dignity, Glory, or 


Happineſs. Hence it is, that as many of 
the Antients as have undcrſtood the Text 
of a proper Exaltation, have interpreted it 
of the Human only, and not the Divine 
Nature of Chriſt. This is true of the Ante. 
nicene, as well as Poſt-nicene Writers, which 
appears from Origen * and Hippolytus f: 
And I do not know of any direct Teſtimo- 
ny to the contrary. So that here again the 
Arians, underſtanding it of a proper Exal- 
tation to a better State, and of Chriſt conſi- 
derd in his Higheſt Capacity, ran counter 
to the Doctrine of the Antients before the 
Nicene Council, in a very material Article 
reſpecting this Controverſy. 


The Antients were certainly in the right, 


not to admit of any proper Exaltation, in 


® 0 75 Ac cy xn e. Toy Oe, 6 ©£%; Aoyos c i- 
T9: 76 79 meg w5ira. Orig. in Joh. p. 413. Huet. 
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the Senſe before given, in reſpe& of the 
Divine Nature of Chriſt. For, as * Atha- 
naſius and other Catholicks well argue in 
this caſe, How could He that was with / 
God, and in the Boſom of the Father, be 
exalted, or become higher than he always 
was? How could the Giver and Diſpenſer 
of all Graces, receive any thing as a mat- 
ter of Grace or Favour ? How could he be 
Then ſaid to have attain'd the Privilege of 
being adored, who had long before been 2. 
dored both by Men, and Angels? He who 
was God from the Beginning, who had Glory 
with the Father before the World was, who 
is Himſelf the Lord of Glory, and Crea- 
tor and Preſcryer of all things, was infinite- 
ly too High, too Great, and too Divine, 
to receive any acceſſion to his Dignity, any 
real increaſe either of Perfection or Glory. 
Thus far is very right; : and therefore if a 
proper Exaltation, in that Senſe, be intend- 
cd, it can only be meant of Chriſt as C4 
Man, receiving thoſe Honours and Titles, 
in his Human or Mediatorial Capacity, 
which he had always enjoy'd in another. 
And thus the f Antients, for the moſt part, 
have underſtood Chriſt's Exaltation to be 


* Athanaſ. Op. Tom. 1. p. 445, Kc. 
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no more than a kind of new Inveſtiture, 
upon his new and late Condeſcenſion; and 
his having thoſe Rights, Titles and Ho- 


nours confirm'd to him as God. Man, 


which as God he never wanted. This, in 


the main, is true and right; and is a good 


Account, in part, of what was in Fact. But 
there is ſome reaſon to think that it is 
not preciſely and accurately the meaning 
of this Text. For if the Exaltation be 
meant only of the Humane Nature, it is 
more natural to ſuppoſe that St. Paul 
would not here have ſpoken of the Con- 
deſcenſion of the Logos, but would rather 
have told us only what the Man Chriſt fe- 
ſus had done, how humbly and how righte- 
ouſly Chriſt had demean'd himſelf, in that 
Capacity, and how God had rewarded his 
ſervices. And thus it is that * Hermas, 


3% © Wxea c, Cyril. Alex. Theſaur. p. 130. 

Vid. etiam Greg. Nyſſ. Contr. Eunom. Orat. 5. p. 597 
Athanaſ. alioſque. 

Adhibito itaque Flio, quem carum & Hæredem habebat, 
& amicis quos in conſilio advocabat, indicat ea quæ Ser? 
ſuo facienda mandaſſet, quæ præterea Ille feciſſet. At ill 
protinus gratulati ſunt Servo illi, quod tam plenum Teſti- 
monium Domini ſui aſſecutus fuiſſet. Ait deinde illis : Ego 
quidem Huic Servo libertatem promiſi, fi cuſtodiſſet manda- 
tum meum quod dederam, & Cuſtodivit illud, & præterea 
opus bonum adjecit in vineam, quod mihi quam plurimum 
placuit, Pro Hoc igitur opere quod fecit, volo eum Filio 
meo facere cohzredem ; quoniam cum ſenſiſſet quod eflet 
bonum, non omiſit ſed fecit illud. Herm. Simil. 5. p. 104. 
Ceteler. 
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a very early Writer of the firſt Century, 
repreſents this matter. * An antient Com- 
mentator, upon this Text, gives ſeveral rea- 
ſons why the Exaltation here ſpoken of, 
is not, cannot be intended of the Man 
only, but of Chriſt in his whole Perſon. 
« 1. Becauſe if Chriſt be God as well as 
« Man, then all the time from his Incar- 
« nation, he muſt have had, along with 
« his Humanity, all that pertains to 
« God; and therefore could not afterwards 
« properly receive what he had before. 
« 2. Suppoſing that he wanted any thing, 
« in reſpe& of his Man-hood, yet why 
« ſhould the Father be faid to give what 
« he himſelf, as God, could eaſily ſupply ? 
« 3. The things mention'd as given to 
« Chriſt, are too High and Great for the 


* Quibuſdam tamen videtur Homini donatum eſſe nomen: 
quod eſt ſuper omne nomen m_ nullo genere, nulla ratione 
convenit. Si enim Chriſtus Dei Filius idem ipſe & Homo 
eſt, non poterat Deus Homo factus, ſed manens Deus, his 
egere quæ habebat: aut fi ſecundum quod Homo erat, his 
egebat quæ Dei ſont, ipſe ſibi Dei Filius Deus dediſſet quæ 
deerant ei juxta quod Homo erat. Neque caro Hoc 
poſſet effici quod eſt Deus. Sed forte ut Adoptione Deus 
eſſet: & hie color eſt. Incipiet enim ex parte Deus verus 
eſſe Chriſtus, & ex parte adoptivus, aut duo Dii: ſed aliud 
Scriptura ſignificat. Illi enim donatum ſignificat. qui fe 
exinanivit, qui Formam ſervi accepit, qui in ſimilitudi 
Hominis fatus eſt Homo, qui Patri ivit. Si Homo Deo 
Patri obedivit, quid magnum eſt quod dixit Apoſtolus ? Sed 
Hoc magnum dicit, quia cum æqualis eſſet obedivit. Pſeud- 
Anbroſ. in loc. p. 255. 

Man 
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« Man to reccive, unleſs the Humane Na- 
te ture be ſuppoſed to be Divine, which is, 
« abſurd; or if it be ſuppoſed to have 
« been made God by Adoption, then ei- 


e ther Chriſt is God partly by Nature and 


« partly by Adoption, or the two Natures 
« are two Gods. 4thly, It appears from 
the Text, that the Exaltatian belongs to 
the ſame Nature which condeſcended and 
„ emptied it ſelf. And what Nature was 
* that but the Divine Nature? Or what 
“great matter would it have been for the 
« Apoſtle to have told us that a Man did 
* fot pretend to be equal with God, or 


„ was obcdient to God? 


There is a great deal of weight in the 
reaſonings of this Author, which made him 
at length * conclude that the Text does not 
ſpeak of any proper Exaltation, or new 


acceſſion to any thing, but of the more il 


luſtrious manifeſtation of him, for the 
ſolemn proclaiming him to be what he al- 
ways was. And this, indeed, I take to be 
true in part, tho not the full meaning of the 
Text before us. Tho' the abſolute eſſential 
Dignity of our bleſſed Lord, was always 
the ſame, and in reſpect of which he was 
Hoc ergo natus accepit, ut poſt crucem manifeſtaret 


quid a Patre dum generaretur acceperit. Verk. 
; | evel 
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eycr equal with God, yet his relative Dig- 
nity towards us, founded in the obligations 


we have receiyed from him, never ſo ſig- 


nally appeared as in That amazing and aſto- 


niſhing Inſtance of Condeſcenſion and Good - 


neſs, his becoming Man, and dying for us. 
We were hereby bought with 4 Price, be- 
coming Servants to Chriſt, and Chriſt a 
Lord to us, in a peculiar Senſe *, and un- 
der a new and ſpecial Title. Upon this 
Occaſion, and on this Account, it pleaſed 
God, in the moſt ſolemn and pompous 


# x Cor. 6. 20,47. 22, 23. 1 Pet. 1. 19. 

Ele rdre 8 Xearo; S are, S % avicuory, 7 2 
vexeav © Cav} av v.]. Rom. 14. 9. | 

Inviſibilis viſibilis factus, & incomprehenſibilis factus com- 
prehenſibilis, & Impaſſibilis paſſibilis, & verbum Homo, uni- 
verſa in ſemetipſum recapitulans: uti ſicut in ſuper cceleſti- 
bus & Spiritalibus, & inv iſibilibus princeps eſt Verbum Dei; 
fic in vikbilibus, & corporalibus principatum habeat, in ſe- 
metipſum principatum aſſumens, & apponens ſemetipſum ca- 
put Eccl univerſa attrahat ad ſemetipſum apto in tem- 
pore. Iren. l. 3. c. 16. p. 206. | 


Accipiens omnium poteſtatem, quando Verbum caro factum 


eſt, ut quemadmodum in ccelis principatum habuit verbum 
Dei, ſic & in Terra haberet principatum, quoniam Homo 
Juſtus, qui peccatum non fecit, nec inventus eſt dolus in ore ejus; 
principatum autem habeat eorum quæ ſunt Terra, Ipſe primo- 
genitus mortuorum factus: & ut viderent omnia, quemad- 
modum prædiximus, ſuum Regem, &c. Iren. lib. 4. c. 20. 
253. 
# he omnem venit ztatem, & Infantibus Infans factus, 
Sanctificans Infantes : in parvulis parvulus in juvenibus 
juvenis, exemplum juvenibus fiens, & Sanctificans Domino. 
Sic & Senior in Senioribus, ut ſit perfectus Magiſter in omni- 

einde & uſque ad mortem pervenit ut fit prixyc-. 
1 Man- 


4 
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Manner to proclaim the high Dignity of 
God the Son, to reinforce his rightful claim 
of Homage, and to command Heaven and 
Earth, Angels and Men, to pay Him all 
Honour, Reverence, and Adoration ſuit- 
able to the Dignity of ſo great, ſo good, ſo 


divine a Perſon as the Son of God. He had 


lately run through an unparalleld Work of 


Mercy, had redeem'd Mankind and tri- 
umph'd over Death and Hell : Upon this, 
his Divinity is recogniz'd, and his high 
Worth proclaimed. We may obſerve, how, 
under the Old Teſtament, it pleaſed God 
often to inſiſt upon what great Things He 
had done (tho many of them flight in 
Compariſon to the Work of Redemption) 
in order to move the Perſons concern'd, to 
reccive Him as God. So He tells Abraham, 
J am the Lord that brought Thee out of 
Ur of the Chaldees, Gen. 15. 7. And to 
the Children of Ifrael, He ſays: I will 
Fake you to me for a People, and I will 
be to you a God: and ye ſhall know that 


genitus ex mortuis, ipſe primatum tenens in omnibus, Princeps vi- 
tz, prior omnium, præcedens omnes. Ven. p. 147, 148. 
Senſe of all This is very 2 expreſs'd by Hippoly tus. 
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Hippol. de Antichriſt, c. 26. p. 15. Fabric. 
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I am the Lord your God, which bringeth 
you out from under the Burdens of the 
Egyptians, Exod. 6. 7. and again, I am 
the Lord thy God, ' which have brought 
Thee out of the Land of Egypt, out of 
the Houſe of Bondage. Thou ſhalt have 
no other Gods before me, Exod. 20. 2, 3. 
Or when it pleaſed God to ſpeak any thing 
higher, of what He had done, He remind- 
ed his People of his being their Creator, 
and Redeemer: Thus ſaith the Lord 
that created Thee, O Jacob, and He that 
formed Thee, O Iſtael, fear not: for I 
have redeemed Thee, I have called Thet 
by my Name, Thou art mine, Ia. 43. 1: 
We ſee from hence, how eyen God the 
Father aſſerted his Claim to the Homage 
and Adotation of his People, from the good 
and great Things He had done for them: 
Not that He was not God and Lord before, 
but becauſe the Obligations laid upon them 
were apt to ſtrike the more powerfully, 
and to bring the Conſideration of their 
Duty towards him, cloſe and home to 
their Hearts. To apply this to our pre- 
ſent purpoſe; you may pleaſe to conſider 
that after God the Son had ſhewn ſuch ama- 
zing and aſtoniſhing Acts of Goodneſs. to- 
wards mankind, then was it propet to ce- 
lebrate his Name to the utmoſt, to recog- 
N i nize 
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nize the Dignity and Majeſty of his Per- 
ſon, and to recommend him to the World, 
as their God and Lord, with all ima. 
ginable advantage, with ſuch endearing 
circumſtances as could not but affect, ra- 
viſh, and aſtoniſh every pious and inge- 
nuous mind. And thus I underſtand the 
Words, wherefore God alſo hath highly ex. 
alted him. That is: on account of the great 
work of Redemption, ſo full of Love and 
Goodneſs, ſo aſtoniſhing and ſo endearing, 
God hath remarkably proclaimed his Dig. 
nity, and ſet forth his Glory; command. 
ing all Men hereupon to acknowledge him 
their God and Lord; their Lord always, 
but now more eſpecially, by a new and 
diſtin& claim, as their Saviour, and Deli. 
verer, and only Redeemer *. As to the Senſe 
of the word exa/ted, nothing is more frequent 


God rhe Father had remain'd as glorious as now He is, 
although He had never created the World; for the Creation 
gave much, even all they had, to Things created, it gave w- 
thing unto God, who was in Being infinite: yet if God had created 

hing, the Attribute of Creator could have had no real 
Be it had been no real Attribute, In like manner, ſuf- 
poſe the Son of God had never condeſcended to take our Natur? 
wfon Him, He had remain d as glorious in his Nature and Per- 
ſon, as now He is; yet not glorified for, or by, this Title or At- 
tribute of Incarnation, Or ſuppoſe He had not humbled him- 
elf unto Death.. He had remain d as glor ious in his 
Nature and Perſon, and in the Attribute of Incarnation, # 
now He is: but without theſe glorious Attributes of being our 
Lord and Redeemer , and of being the Fountain of G 


- * 
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in Scripture, than ſuch as I have here given. 
I ſhall mention only two or three exam- 


ples, referring to a Concordance for the 
reſt. 


He is my God—and I will exalt him. 


Exod. 15: 2. Exalted be the God of the 
Rock of my Salvation. 2 Sam. 22. 47. Let 
the God of my Salvation be Exalted. 
Plal. 18. 46. Be thou Exalted Lord in 
thy own Strength. Plal. 21. 13. Thon art 
my God and 1 will praiſe Thee, thou art 
my God and I will exalt Thee. Pf. 118. 28: 
The Lord alone ſhall be exalted in that 
day. Iſa. 2. 11, 17. Theſe (beſides many 
other Inſtances of like kind) are enough to 
juſtify this Interpretation of the word e alt- 
ed x. Beſides that I would have it obſervd 
that the word, in the Original, is not uU 


and Salvation unto us. All theſe are real Attributes, and 
ſuppoſe a real Ground or Foundation; and That was; his hum- 
bling Himſelf unto Death, even the Death of the Crofs. 
Nor are theſe Attributes only real, but more glorious, both in 
reſpect of God the Father, who was pleaſed to give his only 
Son for us, and in reſpect of God the Son, who was plea 


to pay our Ranſom by his Humiliation, than the Attribute of 


Creation is, The Son of God then, not the Son of David 
only, hath becn exalted ſince his Death, to be our Lord, by 4 
new and real Title, by the Title of Redemption and Sal- 
vation, Jackſon on the Creed, Vol. 3. I. 2. c. 3: pag. 316. 
See alſo Bull. Prim. Trad. p. 39, 40. 

* O Ot aurEY te e v 6 Ort; Ae mi Oed 
an lues Xeare Al Ad. TUN i rds Se, 6 Orc, 


N 2 but 


* 
a 
* , 


* | 
hs . 
— Rn. . - 
< 74 II Fs 
D n 
- vr Sz, 
E — 22 
2 — 


f 
i 
5 N Ol 
: ; 
4 
» l 
* 
* 
1 4 
f * 
* Þ 
"0 \ 
z 
"= 
1 
i I \ 
4 4 "43 
1 * 
b = 
* 1 
1 | " 
"— a 
2 } i 
1 4.7 
mM. 
+ 1 
jv 
_ þ N 
* 
* 
* [1 ” 


/ 


180 EOCUALITT of CyRtRT Serm. V. 
but Se- Tg x. The former, very probably, 
would have been uſed, had the Apoſtle in- 
tended only a proper local Exaltation of the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus, to the Right Hand of God. 
Farther; the imimediate Words following con- 
firm this Senſe of the Word. For, How is 
Chriſt exalted? God hath given him a 


Name which is above every Name: That 


is, he has extolled and magnified his Name, 
above all Names. Thus was the Son of 
God Exalted, or Glorified, for the great 
Things he had done, and dignified (if I 
may fo ſpeak) with a very high and ho- 
nourable Title (too big for any Creature 
to have merited, or for any thing leſs than 
Himſelf to wear) that of Redeemer and 
Preſerver of Man, and Lord of the whole 
Univerſe. After the Apoſtle had taught us 
the great and ſupereminent Dignity of 
God the Son, it was very proper to add, 
to the Glory of God the Father, that we 
might not be ſo intircly taken up with ad- 
miring and reycrencing the Excellency and 
Perfections of God the Son, as to forget 


x) txt mary Thy tyiv y H oy FEAR ew roy 6 rate 
& AA * 5 156 do ga: 7 11d, &c. Dionyſ. Aſcript. Epiſt. 
Contr. Samoſat. p. 88 1. Labb. 
* Zu & Kueles 6 uige; fins mar thy e, e Leev- 
Jude ig ws rs Ou. Pſal. 96. 9. 
Aid g dodge I gachi rd H, Dan. 4. 34+ 


that 
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that he is a Son ſtill, referring all to God 
the Farher *; whoſe Glory it is to have had 
always with him, and refoycing always before 
Him, ſo great and ſo Divine a Son, equal 
to Himſelf, the expreſs Image, the perfect 
Tranſcript and adequate Reſemblance of his 
Perſon f. I may juſt obſerve to you the 
ſtrict accuracy of the Apoſtle's Expreſſion God. 
the Father : Not God, abſolutely, nor God, 
his Father, as ſome affect to ſpeak, but G 

the Father; intimating that the Son is Gd 
alſo, and therefore, for diſtinction ſake, he 
adds, the Futher, expreſſing it chus, to the 
Glory of God the Father. 


1 have at length run through the Text, 
explaining the particulars of it, in their or- 
der. I ſhall now ſubjoin a ſummary view 
of the whole, in a Paraphraſe Conformable. 
to the explication before given. 


# 


* Zqualem ergo Patri credite Filium : ſod tamen de Pure 
Filium, Patrem vero non de Fe. Origo apud Ilium, cquali- 
tas apud iſtum 7enu't autem pater qual m ſibi, & to- 
tum quicquid eſt Filius, habet de Par e, quod autem Deus Pater 
eſt non habet de Filio. Itaque dicimus Patrem Deum de Nullo, 
Filium Deum de Deo, Auguſtin. Serm. 140. Tom. 5. p. 68 1. 
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c V. 3, 4. Be ye not Vain-glorious, or 
Selfiſh, but be willing to ſtoop and con- 
deſcend even beneath your Selves, in 
ſome inſtances, for the Glory of God 
and the Good of others. 


« 0.5. Let this mind be in you, which 


Was alſo in Chriſt Jeſus : 


« Y. 6. Who, tho' Son of God, and, as 
ſuch, rightfully and really equal with God; 


< 0.7. Yet notwithſtanding choſe, in the 


inſtance of his Incarnation, to hide. his 
Majeſty, and to weil his Glories, under 
the garb of Humanity; being content to 
become a Man, and thereby Servant to 
God, tho' by Nature a Jon, and Lord of 
all. 


« v. 8. And having taken upon Himſelf 
the Nature and Condition of a Man, he 
ſubmitted yet farther, even to Death it ſelf; 
and that too in the moſt ignominious Cit- 
cumſtances, nailed to a Croſs. 


« v. 9. This amazing and aſtoniſhing In- 


| ſtance of Condeſcenſion, Love, and Good- 


neſs, God the Father Himſelf has moſt 


* remarkably approyed ; and has thereup- 


2 on, 
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= on, more folemnly, and more illuſtriouſly 
4 proclaim'd the fupereminent Dignity of 
« God the Son, who had merited fo highly 
< of Men. 83 1 


« v.10, 11. Commanding all Perſons to 
Honour, Worſhip, and Adore Him, as 
« God and Lord; and under the new- and 
« ſpecial Title of Redeemer, to the Glory 
© of God the Father, whoſe Jon he is; 
e their Honour zuſc parable, and their Glory 


This appears to be the moſt natural and 
obvious meaning of this' celebrated paſſageʒ 
conſonant to Scripture, and to the principles 
of the Primitive and Catholick Chareh; I 
ſhould now make . fome' Reflections upon 
the whole; but have ſcarce room barely to 
hint them for your leiſure thoughts to im. 
prove. 


Let the Horinians, or Arians make as great 
a matter as they pleaſe of a Mang, or of a 
Creature's becoming a Str vant to God; We 
ſhall think it a ſtill greater and more maryel- 
lous Condeſcenſion, for One that was above 
every thing Servile, Himſelf equal to God, 
to Condxſcend as he did. | | 


N 4 Let 


, EQUALITY ef Cinisr Serm. V. 
Let Them. Magnify his Mcrits and Per- 

| formances, done for his own Sake, to at- 
rive at ſuch an immenſe Glory above all o. 
ther Creatures: We ſhall look upon them 

as more Noble, more Diſintereſted, and truly 
Divine, if done for others only, by. One that 

was Himſelf too great to reccive any Recom- 


Let Them value it as an extraordinary 
piece of Condeſcenſion, that He did not lay 
claim to what He had no Right to; We 
ſhall think it more pious and more decent 
to ſay, that He quitted his Right, and re- 
ceded from his juſt en, | 


Let Them honour Him as their . Lord, 
made, as it were, but of yeſterday; We ſhall 
honour Him as Lord and God from the Be- 
ginning; the Creator firſt, and now, at laſt, 
Redeemer of Man. 


Let Them, laſtly, look upon Him as 2 
Servant till, a Scryant at leaſt to God 
(as all Creatures are x) while We, with 
e and Archongets with | things: in 
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Heaven, and things in Earth, and things un- 


der the Earth, believe and confeſs that Jęſus 
Chriſt is no Servant, but Lord and God, 
to the Glory of God the Father. To whom 
with the Holy-Ghoſt, all Honour, and Praiſe, 
Might, Majeſty, Power, and Dominion, be 
aſcribed now and for ever. Amen. 
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Divine TITLES aſtribed to Cunisr 
mM HOLY SCRIPTURE. 
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ProveEeD FROM His 


LE 


The Sixth SERMON preached 
Febr. 3. 1719-20. 


JohN XVI 1 5. 
All Things that the Father hath, are 
mine; therefore ſaid I, that He ſhall 
tale of mine, and ſhall ſhew it unto 


vou. 


-Y THESE are the Words of our Bleſ- 
ſed Saviour, ſpeaking of the Spirit 

of Truth, otherwiſe ſtiled the t 

of God, and Spirit of the living God“, 
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and Spirit of the Father, and Spirit of 
1 * Mat. 3. 16, Rom. 8. 9, 14.15, 19. 1 Cor. 2. 10, 
i 11, 14.—3. 16.0, 11. Eph. 4. 30. 1 Pet. 4. 14. 
* 4 Cor. 3. 3. Mat. 10. 20. Eph. 3. 14, 16. 
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Serm. VI. Chnisr's Divinity, G. 187 
the Lord; and ſometimes the Spirit of 
Chriſtb, and Spirit of 7 Jeſuse, and Em- 
| phatically the Spirit, but, moſt common- 
ly, the Holy-Spirit, or Holy-Gheft, who 
is the third Perſon of the ever Bleſſed and 
Adorable Trinity. Our Lord had intimated, 
in the verſes foregoin „that this divine Per- 
ſon, the Spirit of ruth, ſnould ſhortly 
come upon — Sink and guide them 
into all Truth; (v. 13.) For, ſays our 
Bleſſed Saviour, He ſhall not ſpeak of Him. 
ſelf; that is, not of Himſelf alone, ſepa- 
rate from, or independent of, every other 
Perſon*, but - whatſoever he ſhall hear, 
(that is, know, in an incffable manner, by 
his intimate Union and Communion in 2 
things with Father and Son) 7 n 

He ſpeak: and He will ſhew 

to come. He ſhall Glorify 2 for "This 
ſhall receive of mine*, aud ſhall fhew it 
unto you : v. 14. That is, whateyer Influ- 


Acts 5. 9.—8. 39. 2 Cor. 3. 17, 18. 

Rom. 8. 9. Gal. 4. 6. 1 Pet. 1. 11. 

Acts 16. 7. See Mills wpor this place. Phil. 1. 19. 

Luk. 4. 14. Joh. 3. 87. 39. Acts 2. 4-8. 2910. 
19. Rom. 15. 30. 

Non enim loquetur a ſemetipſo. Hoc eſt, non ſine me & 
ſine meo & Patris Arbitrio: quia inſ ilis a mea & Pa- 
tris eſt Voluntate; quia non ex ſe eſt, ex Patre & me eſt: 
Hoc enim ipſum quod ſubſiſtit & Loquitur, a Patre & Me II- 
li eſt, Diaym. apud Hieron, Vol. 4. p. 514. Ed. Bened. 

De meo ſumet, in uit, ficut Ipſe de Patris. Ita connexus 
19880 in Filio, & Filii in Paracleto, Tres efficit cohærentes, 
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188 ChRISTS DIvINitTY Serm. VI. 
ences He ſhall ſhed, whatever Truths — 


ſhall reveal, whatever Miracles He ſhall pe 


form, they will be all fo many manifeſtati 


ons of my Glory, as coming from me, act. 


ing and ſpeaking in, and by, the Spirit of 
God. Then follow the words of the Text. 
All things. that the Father hath, are mine; 
therefore ſaid I, that He ſhall take on abe, 
and ſoall ſew. it unto you. 


As much as to ſay, think it not ſtrange 
that I aſcribe to my Self the Operations 
and Influences of tht Spirit. of God, 
Spirit of the Father, wich the Glory + 
them: For though theſe things do indeed of 
right belong to the Father, whoſe Spirit 
He is; yet this is very conſiſtent with my 
claim, - becauſe all that the Father hath is 
mine: His Power is my Power, his Works 
my. Works, his Spirit my Spirit; our per- 
fections common, our nature equal, and 
our Glory one *. This! is the moſt Natural 


alterum ex aero: Qui val unum ſint, non anus; quomodo 
dictum eſt, ego && Pater umum ſumus; ad Subſtantiæ unitatem, 
non ad Numeri Singularitatern. Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 25. 
O wary? I ys ov ayim veunes]s r wav xagige). c 
N wall 25s xaę ienaſa, © ama 45, © AN ayis mivun]9. 
pic i owineht, pic i d, Mis: i isis. Cyril. Hierol, 
Catech. 16. p. 236. Ox. Ed. 
© ® Licet a Patre procedat Spiritus veritatis, & det Illis 
iritum Sanctum petentibus ſe: Tamen quia oma 
au 2 5 Pater mea (137, & Ipſe Spiritus Patris meus eſt. 


and 
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and obvious meaning of the Text, conſonant 


to other Scriptures, and to Catholic Antiqui- 
ty; as ſhall be ſhown in the Sequel. The 
Text might lead me to diſcourſe on the Di- 
vinity of the Holy. Ghoſt, as well as of the 


Hon: But having hitherto confined my ſelf to 


the ſingle point of Chriſt's Divinity, that I 
might the more fully and diſtinctly treat of 
it; 1 ſhall, for the ſame reaſon, do ſo ſtill, 
and occaſionally only touch upon' the other, 
as it may fall in my way, or may be ſubſeryi- 
ent to my main point. The Words, now 
under conſideration, will afford two diftin& 
Arguments of the Divinity of God the Son; 


one particular and ſpecial, the other more 
general. 


1. The firſt, which I call particular and 
ſpecial, is contained in this, that the Opera- 
tions; Gifts, and Graces of the Spirit of God, 
with the Glor y of them, are aſcribed to CHriſt. 


2. The ſecond, which I call general, 
lies in the general Reaſon given as the Foun- 
dation of the former; that all things that 
the Father hath, our Sayiour attributes to 
Himſelf, and challenges as his own. Of 
theſe in their order. | 


& de meo accipiet. Didym. de Sir. Sant. apud Hieron, Tom. 
I. We 


4. P. 516. 
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I. We are to obſerve, that the Operati- 
ons, Gifts, and Graces of the Spirit of God, 
with the G/ory of them, are aſcribed to 
Chriſt ; He fall receive of mine, and 
Hall Here it unto you. He ſhall Glorify 
me: The Ghry of whatſoeyer ſhall be 
done, or tanght by the Holy Spirit, our 
Lord aſcribes to Himſelf, as being (in con- 
junction with the Father) the Author and 
Fountain of it. The context indeed men- 
tions only the Spirit's Teaching; But the 
reaſon is the ſame for whatever ſhould be 
done by the Holy Sperit of God, who is 
_ alſo the Spirits of Chriff: And therefore 
the Miraculous Works of the Joly-Ghoſt 
are expreſſly aſcribed to Chriſt, by St. 
Peter. Acts 2. 33. Being by the Right 
Hand of God exalted, and having received 
of the Father the Promiſe of the Holy 
Ghoſt, He hath ſhed forth this which 
ye now ſee and hear. When therefore our 
Lord ſays, He ſhall receive of mine, and 
fall ſhew it unto you, it is but reaſonable 
to underſtand it of every Operation, Gift, 
or Influence of the Holy-Sprrit, (of what- 
ever kind it were) ſhowerd down upon 
the Apoſtles, All were derived from 
Chriſt; to Him therefore (in conjunction 
with the Father and the Holy-Ghoſt) is 


the Ghry of them to be aſcribed, as is 
plain 
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plain from the Words, He ſball Glorify 


ane, v. 14. 


Now, if the Holy-Ghoſt Himſelf be a 
Divine Perſon, and one with God the Fa- 
ther, and adored together with Him, as the 
Catholick Church has all along taught % 
and Scripture it ſelf has ſufficiently intima- 


ted; then we have here a clear and irrreſiſti- 


ble proof of the Divinity of Chriſt, who, 
as appears from this Text, is at leaſt eu 
to, or, in ſome ſenſe, greater than, the 
Holy-Ghoſt f. But becauſe the Divinity of 
the Holy-Ghoſt is what our Adverſaries 
will no more admit than they will the o- 
ther, and it would be here too great a di- 
greſſion for me to enter into the proof of 
it; I muſt be content to wave that point, 
and conſider only whether, or how far, our 
Argument may be conccived to ſtand inde- 
pendent of it. 


The Perſon of the Holy-Ghoft is deſcrib d, 
in Scripture, as the immediate Author and 


* Juſtin, Mart. Apol. 1. c. 16. Athenagoras, p. 40, 96. 
Irenzus, I. 4. c. _—_ Clem. Alex. p. 1020. Ed. Ox. Ter- 
tullian, Contr. Prax, c. 9, 13, 25. Hippolytus, Contr. Noet. 
c. 12, Origen, apud Baſil. de Sp. S. p. 219. in Joh. p. 124. 
Cyprian. Ep. ad Jubajan. p. 203. 

I $1 a Chriſto accepit quæ nuntiet, major ergo jam Para- 
cleto Chriſtus eſt: quoniam nec Paracletus a Chriſto acci- 
peret niſi minor Chriſto efſet. Minor autem Chriſto Para- 


* 1 Worker 
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Worker of Miracles; and even of thoſe 
done by our Lord Himſelf; b; The Conductor 
of Chriſt Jeſus, in his. Human Capacity, 
during his State of Humiliation here upon 
Earthé; ; The Inſpirer of the Prophets and 
Apoſtles*; the Searcher of all Hearts, and 
the Comforter of good Chriſtians in difficul- 
tiese. To lie to Him is the ſame thing as 
to lie unto God. Blaſphemy againſt Hini 
is unpardonables. To reſiſt Him is the 
ſame thing as to reſiſt God®. He is in God, 
and knows the mind of God as perfectly as 
a Man knows his own mind; and that in 
reſpect of all Things, even the deep Things 
of Godi, Men's Bodies are his Temple*, 
and by being his Temple, are the Temple of 
God I. He is joind with God the Fathet 
and Son, in the ſolemn form of Baptiſm; 
in religious Oaths, and in Invocations for 
Grace and Peace®; in the ſame common 


cletus Chriſtum etiam Deum eſſe hoc ipſo probat a quo ac- 
cepit quæ nuntiat; ut Tſfimonium Chriſti Divinitatis grande ſit, 
dum minor Chriſto Paracletus repertus, ab Illo ſumit quæ cæ- 
teris tradit. Novat. de Trin. c. 24. 

Acts 2. 4, 45, 46. Rom. 15. 19. 1 Cor. 2. 4, 72 
12. 4. 8, 11.14. 2. Heb. 2. 4. 
 Þ» Mat. 12. 18. Acts 10. 38. 

Mat. 4. 112. 18. Luk. 4. 1. Joh. 1.32.3: 34. Acts 1. 2. 

4 See the Proofs in Clarke's Scrip. Doctr. c. 3. Sect: 2. 

See Scrip. Doctr. C. 4. Sect. 3 2 

' Ads 5. 3, 4. 5 Mar. 14. 31, 32. Acts 7. ft. 
ner 20; . 1 Cor; 6. 19. 3 
Epheſ. 2. 21, 22. Mat. 28. 19. 2 Cor. 13. 14. 
Rev. 1.4, 5. Rom. 9. 1. 
* | Opera- 
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Operations *; in the ſame Authoritative 
Miſſion and Vocation of Perſons into the 
Miniſtry; and He is join'd with the Fa- 
ther in the fame common Miſſion, even of 
the Son Himſelf®: In a word, He is Lord 4 
(or Jehovah) and God®, and Lord of 
Hoſtsf, This is a brief Summary of what 
the Scriptures haye taught us of the Per- 
ſon, Character, and Offices of the Holy- 
Ghoſt. Exceptions may be made (tho' of 
no great weight) to ſome Particulars, which 
I have not here timg, to conſider: The leaſt 
that can be infe From them, and what 
the Arians themſelves will not ſcruple to 
admit, is, that the foly-Ghoſt is a Perſon 
of yery high Eminence, Dignity, and Ma- 
jeſty; _ — to any Angel or 


W % # #® 


ſider d, * howerer ons and glotious, 
however mighty and powerful, however 
wiſe and knowing, however venerable and 
adorable This Perſon is, and however in- 
timate with, and united to, God the Father, 

whoſe Spirit He is; yet all that He is, and 


en „ 4 Comp, Hoſ. 23 
23. Acts 9. 1. If, 48. 16. * Comp. 15. e. 2 l l. 
2 Cor. 3. 17. Acts 5. 3, 4. Comp. Its 289 


If; 26, | 
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all that He does, is to be referr'd to Chriſt, 
as the Author and Fountain of it. He claims 
the Glory of all, becauſe All is his. Now if 
we conſider the infinite diſtance there is be- 
tween God and the very higheſt of his Crea- 
tures, and how arrogant it muſt appear in any 
Creature to make a claim of this Kind and 
Value, a claim upon God's own Spirit, a claim 
of Glory (tho, in ſtrictneſs, Glory can be 
duc to God alone) as having a Hand in all 
his Works, and, as it were, afliſting and in- 
fluencing the very Spirit of the Father: 1 fay, 
if we conſider this, and at the ſame Time re- 
fle& that our Bleſſed Lord, (who was the 
moſt perfect Pattern of Humility, Meckneſs, 
and Modeſty) has really made this claim, and 
has been thus familiar with Almighty God; 
what can we think leſs than This, that our 
Bleſſed Lord is infinitely Superior to all 
Creatures, and conſequently is Himſelf 
really, truly, and eſſentially God, co- equal 
and co eternal with God the Father *? Thus, 
and thus only, can his Claim be juſtified, and 
his Pretenſions reconciled to the Scriptures, 
or to the Truth and Reaſon of Things: 
Which will appear farther, if we conſider, 


* Neque enim de Creaturis ſumebat Spiritus Sanctus, qui 
Dei Spiritus eſt; ut ex his videatur accipere, quia ea omnia 
Dei ſunt. . de Trin. l. 9. p. 7033. 


II. Se- 
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II. Secondly, The general Reaſon, up- 
on which our bleſſed Lord founds his par- 
ticular Claim. All Th A that the. Fa- 
tber hath are mine. All Things; and 
therefore the very higheſt of all, namely, 
Thoſe ſpecified in cha Chapter. And in- 
deed it is but reaſonable, and even neceſ- 
ſary to ſuppoſe, that one who could juſtly 
aſcribe ſo much to Himſelf, muſt be in all 
reſpects equal to the Father, excepting only 
(what the Text intimates in the very Name 
of Father ) that He is not another Father, 
but Syn of the Father. This clearly ac 
counts for his aſcribing to Himſelf all 1 . 
Influences, Gifts, and Graces of God's 
Holy Spirit, and the Glpry of Them. For, 
if God the Son hath all Things that the 
Father hath, then hath He all the Attri- 
butes and Perfections belonging to the Fa- 
ther; the ſame Power, Rights, and Priyt- 


* Aw re » ang derer. 97% ver 0 9 Wang, ve 94 
a0 A 7 raricꝶ, PT: % e WATT ragged" An 
* fry4 & p44 0 "> GAA 207% xe 0 warig. Athanaſ. Op. 


Vol. Ed. Bened. 
| Procul hinc bine abſint Dialecticorum Tendiculæ, & Sophiſmats 


a veritate pellantur: quæ Occaſionem Impietatis ex pia 8 Flu 
dicatione capientia, dicunt: Ergo & Pater of tj ＋ & 


Pater, Si enim dixiflet, Omnia 

ſunt, haberet Impietas in ee vr & — 

videretur Mendacium. Cum vero dixerit: Omnia gue ſfabe 

Pater, mea ſunt ; Patris nomine ſe Filium declaravit; Parernitater, 

qui Filius erat, non uſurpayit. Didym. de Sp. S. Hieron. Tom. 

4. p. 516, Ed, Bene. 38 
0:3 leges, 1 
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leges; the ſame Honout and Glory; and, 
in a word, the ſame Nature, Subſtance, 
and Godhead. Then, indeed, every divine 
Work is his Work; the Spirit of the Fa- 
ther is alſo his Spirit; the Operations of 
the Foly-Ghoſt muſt, of Courſe, be the 
Operations of Father and Son too ; and 
the Glory of every thing muſt be referrd 
to Both, as to one common Author and 
Fountain thereof. On theſe Principles, the 
Senſe of the whole Paſſage is eaſy, expe- 
dite and clear; and very Conſonant to our 
Bleſſed Lord's Account of Himſelf, in other 
places of this Goſpel: Particularly, where 
He ſays; what Things ſoever He (the 
Father) doth, theſe alſo doth the Son like- 
wiſe, Joh. 5. 19. J and my Father are 
one, Joh. 10. 30. He that hath ſeen me, 
hath ſeen the Father J am in the Fa- 
ther, and the Father in me, Joh. 14. 9, 10. 
Glorify me with thine own ſelf, with the 
Glory which I had with Thee, before the 
World was, Joh. 17. 5. All mine are 
thine, and thine are mine, and I am glo- 
rified in Them, Joh. 17. 10. Theſe arc 
very high and ſtrong Expreſſions, con- 

That Senſe of the Text which 
I have given, and which preyail'd in the 
Chriſtian Church (as appears from Tertul- 


lian above cited) before the Council of 
Nice, 


— 
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Nice, as well as * after. But my deſign is 
next to proceed to other Scriptures which 
expreſly aſcribe the ſame high Titles, Powers, 
and Perfections to the Son which They do to 
the Father; therein juſtifying, or rather more 
fully and particularly declaring what our Lord 
had but briefly intimated in the Words: A 
Things that the Father hath are mine. My 
method ſhall be, 


1. To ſhow that the divine Titles are 
aſcrib d to the Son, in Holy-Scripture. And, 


2. That the divine Attributes are alſo 
applied to Him. | * 


3. To ſum up the Force of the Argument, 
and to obviate ſuch general Objections as 
tend to weaken our Concluſion. 


I. The divine Titles aſcribed to the 
Son in Holy Scripture, arc as follow ; God, 
God with us, Lord God, True God, Great 
God, Mighty God, God over all bleſſed 
for evermore, TFehovah, Almighty, Lord 
of Glory, King of Kings, and Lord of 

be 3 01 "a A 106. * de __ 9. P- 
broſ. de Fid. l. 2. c. pra . Ea Broad. rl. Alex, The 


I. 9. Auguſtin. Contr, Maxim. |. 2. p. 697, 706. Ed. Bened. 
Cyril. Hieroſ. Cath. 16. p. 236. 


O 3 | Lords, 
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Lords, Alpha and Omega the Firſt and the 
Laff. Of theſe in their Order. 


As to the Title of God, our Adverſaries 
ate pleaſed to allow, that The Perſon of the 
Son is in the New Teſtament (and the Old 
Teſtament ſhould not have been entirely o- 
mitted) ſometimes (and why is it not ſaid 
frequently?) ſtiled God*. But then we are 
told that it f is not /o much (is it then at 
all?) on account of his metaphyſical Sub- 
ſtance — as of his relative Attributes and di. 
vine Authority, that He is ſometimes tiled 
God. But this is more than our Adverſaries 
know, or can give the leaſt ſhadow of proof 
to countenance. The Son of God may be 
proved from Scripture to be God, in the ſtrict 
and proper Senſe, after the very ſame way, 
and by the ſame kind of Arguments that the 
Father Himſelf can be ſhown to be God, in 
the ſtrict and proper Senſe. What is ſaid about 
metaphyſical Subſtance (by which, it ſeems, is 
meant, abſtract metaphyſical Subſtance * ) is 
trifling to the laſt degree. For, undoubtedly, 
the Trinitarians are not ſo deſtitute of com- 
mon Senſe and Underſtanding, as to takc 


* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. Propoſ. 24. f. 263. 2d. Edit. 
+ Clarke's Scrip. Doctr. Prop. 25. p. 263. 
* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 342. 2d. Edit. 


the 
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the Subſtance of Father, or Son, to be an 


abſtraff Idea; which is all the Senſe of an 


abſtraft Subſtance. They certainly mean 
a Real, Living, Intelligent, and infinite- 
ly Perfect Subſtance, exiſting without, ne- 
cellarily exiſting. And when they ſay that 
the Son is Subſtantially, or Eſſentially God, 
They intend to prevent Equi vocatiuns, and 
to aſſert that the Son is not of a fading pe- 
riſhing Nature, as Creatures are; no pre- 
carious Being depending on the Vl and 
Choice of another, but truly 4/Ume and ne- 
ceſ/arily-exiſting. If this be admitted, we 
have no farther occaſion to ſpeak a word 
of Subſtance ; which, after all, is nothing 


more than another name for Being, or 


Thing: And it muſt appear very ftrange, 
and ye too much of Delicacy, or 
Cavilling, that, if we are able to prove the 
Son to be Eternal, Divine, Neceſſarily- 
exiſting, &c. We may not be allowed, 
to fay that his Subſtance is Eternal, Di- 
vine, &c. which is really neither more nor 
leſs than ſaying, that Ze is ſo. Attributes 
and Powers muſt have ſomething to reſide 
and inhere in, which ſomething is what we 
call Subſtance, and conſidered with ine 
Attributes, divine Subftance, or God. And 
this is what Scripture means in calling the 


Son God; as we are able to prove from the 
O 4 ſame 
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ſame Topicks, and in the ſame way of rea- 
ſoning, which Another might make uſe of 
to prove the One God (or the God of the 
Fews) to be the Supreme, Eternal and 
Immutable God, againſt any Marcionite, 
Valentinian, Manichee, or Other Heretick 
that ſhould preſume to deny it. Let thoſe 
who object to us the uſe of Metaphyſicks, 
try if they can come at the proof of the 
Father's being Self-exiſtent, underived, one 
Simple, uncompounded, undivided, intel. 
ligent Agent, &e. without entring into Me. 
raphyſicks : And let them from thence learn 
to diſtinguiſh between falſe Metaphyſicks 
and true; and not preſume to condemn 
Both promiſcuouſly. As to Conſequences, 
be they Metaphyſical or Phyſical, Moral 
or Religious, it matters not, provided they 
arc but ſuſt and true: which is the only 
thing to be inquired into. We are told, 
that the Scripture, when it mentions God 
abſolutely, and by way of” eminence, al. 
ways means the Perſon of the Father *. 
But this is an Aſſertion not only void of 
proof, but impoſſible to be proved; and is 
beſides contrary to all Antiquity ; (as I 
have ſhown elſewhere f) and even to the 
ſentiments of the Antient Arians; whom 


* Clarke's Script. Doctr. Prop. 11. 
| Defenſe of ſome Queries, Q. 2. 
Oux 
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our Modern Arians would be thought to 
come up to at leaſt, tho they really fall ſhort 
of them, as well in this, as in many other 
Inſtances, However, certain it is, that the 
Church of Chriſt, down from the yery times 
of the Apoſtles, have been in nothing more 
unanimous than in ſtiling the Son, God: 
And what they meant by That name, as 
applied to the Son, is well known to the 
Learned, from their Worſhip of Him, and 
their utter Abhorrence of any Inferior 
Deities ; from their arguing for the Son's 
Divinity conſider'd as a Son, of the ſame 
Nature with his Father; from their Simili- 

tudes and Illuſtrations; from the dine 
Titles, Attributes, and Perfections which 
they aſcribed to Him; and indeed from the 
whole Tenour of their Writings. This is a 
confirmation to us, that the Son of God, in 
Scripture, is ſo ſtiled in the ſtrict and proper 
Senſe of Uncreated, Eternal, and Neceſ- 


ſarily-exiſting. 


Another diuine Title given to God the 
Son, in Holy-Scripture, is God-with-us, 
or Emmanuel * Mat. 1. 23. A late wri- 
ter f would inſinuate that the word God, in 


* Meg yuay d Org. God, by way of Excellency, with the Ar- 
ticle « prefix d. 

+ Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 7 1. zd. Ed, 

| this 
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this place of St. Matthew, may be meant 
of the Father. But the Text is plain and 

to the contrary. Behold, a Virgin 
ſhall be with Child, and ſball bring forth 
a Son, and they ſhall call his name (the 
Sons, not the Father's name) Emmanuel. 
Chriſt therefore is Emmanuel, or God with 
us. The ſame Writer pretends that the 
name Emmanuel proves nothing more (in 
point of Argument) than even the names 
of places, Fehovah-Fireh, FJehovah-Sham- 
mah, Fehovah-Shalom, Fehovah-Niſffi, &c. 
But this Socinian ſurmiſe had been before 
ſufficiently confuted by the learned and ju- 
dicious Biſhop Pearſon *; whoſe reaſonings 


upon this Head ſhould have been anſwer d, 


inſtead of repeating a ſtale Objection. I 
ſhall only take notice that the early Wri- 
ters of the Chriſtian Church conſtantly un- 
derſtood that Chriſt was really God with 
4s, conformable to his name Emmannet; 
and interpreted this Text of St. Matthew 
as we do f. To proceed. 


* Pearſon on the Creed, Art. 2. p. 130. 

+ Diligenter igitur ſignificavit Spiritus Sanctus per ea quæ 
dicta ſunt generationem ejus quæ eſt ex Virgine, & Subſtant - 
am quoniam Deus (Emmanuel enim nomen Hoc ſignificat) & 
manifeſtat quoniam Homo, &. Iren. lib. 3. c. 21. p. 217. 
Ed. Bened. Vid. & p. Roſs 212. 273. 

Quod fi Emmanuel nobiſcum Deus eſt, Deus autem nobiſ- 
cum Chriſtus eſt, qui etiam in nobis eſt (quotquot enim 
Chriſtum tincti eſtis, Chriſtum induiſtis) tam proprius| eſt 
Ano- 
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Another Divine Title given to God the 
Son, in Holy-Scripture, is That of Lord 
God, which anſwers to ZFehovah Elohim, the 
incommunicable Name of the one true God. 
The firſt Text, of the New Teſtament, to our 
purpoſe is Luk. 1. 16, 17. many ſhall He (vis. 
John the Baptiſt) turn to the Lord their 
God, and he ſhall go before Him, &c. It 
is well obſerved by a late Writer*, that 
« theſe Words (the Lord their God) are, 
« in ſtrictneſs of conſtruction, immediately 
connected with the following Word, 
« Him; which muſt neceſſarily be under- 
« ſtood of Chriſt. Now, ſince there is no 
apparent neceſſity in the caſe, of receding 
from the ſtrifFneſs of conſtruction, it is but 
reaſonable to underſtand the words (Lord 
their God) of Chriſt. What confirms 
this conſtruction, is, that the ſame St. 
Luke, in the third Chapter of his Goſpel, 
ſpeaks of John the Baptiſts crying in the 
Wilderneſs, prepare ye the way of the 
Lord: chap. 3. 4. which anſwers to what 
He had obſerved (chap. 1. 16, 17.) of Fokn 
the Baptiſt's going before Him, that is, 


Chriſtus in Significatione nominis, quod eſt nabiſcum Dems, 
quam in ſono nominis, quod eſt Emmanuel. Tertul. Contr. 
Marc, I. 3. c. 12. p. 403. Vid. & Contr. Prax. c. 27. It. 


Novar. c. 12. Cyprian. Teſtim. I. 1. c. 6. p. 36. Euſes. Com- 
ment. in Iſa. 7. 14. p. 381. 


* Dy. Clarke's Scritr. Doctr. p. 72. 2d. Ed. 


I Chriſt, 
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Cbriſt, Here called Lord God, as There the 
Lord: And this is farther confirm'd from 
Malachi 3. 1. Behold I ſend my Meſſen. 
ger, and he ſhall prepare the way be- 
fore me, and the LoRD whom ye ſeek, 
ſpall ſuddenly come to his Temple, even 
the Meſſenger of the covenant, &c. And 
from yerſe the 76th of the firſt of St. Luke, 
where He, before whom John the Baptiſt 
was to go, is called the Lord. There is 
no reaſonable doubt to be made, after the 
comparing theſe Paſſages together, but that 
the Lord, (Kugj@) in St. Luke, thrice, 
and in Malachi once, is to be underſtood 
of the Perſon of Chriſt. Neither is this 
Conſtruction of St. Luke ſtrange or new, 
being countenanced by Ireneus*, an carly 
Father of the ſecond Century. I paſs on 
to other Texts, which ſtile the Son Lord 
and God. St. Thomass Confeſſion (Job. 
20. 28.) My Lord and my God, is petti- 
nent to our purpoſe. The Application of 
This to Chriſt is ſo manifeſt of it ſelf f, and 
beſides, hardly now diſputed, that I need 
not ſay more of it. I/. 40. 10, 11. we 
read thus: Behold, the Lord God will 
come with ſtrong Hand, and his Arm ſball 


Iren. I. 3. c. 10. p. 185. 

+ If any one doubt 9 He may conſult Biſhop Pearſon on the 

Creed, Art. 2. p. 131. þ 
rl 
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rule for Him: Behold his reward is with 
Him, and his work before Him: He ſhall 
feed his Flock like a Shepherd, &c. This 
is to be underſtood of Chriſt, and his ſe- 
cond Advent, to judge the World; as Eu- 
ſebius * well interprets it. The words, 
His reward is with Him (Comp. Rev. 
22. 12.) and He ſhall feed his Flock like 
a Shepherd (Comp. Jer. 10. 11.) are ſuffi- 
cient Indications of the Perſon ber in- 
tended. Chriſt therefore is Lord Gad, in 
the Scripture-ſtile, as well as the Father. 
As to the Sentiments of the Antients, many 
Teſtimonies might be cited, where They 
call the Son God and Lord, or Lord and 
God: But it will be ſufficient to obſerve 
their Application of ſeyeral Texts of the 
Old Teſtament to God the Son. For In- 
ſtance : Geneſis 3. 8. They heard the Voice 
of the Lord God walking in the Garden. 
Gen. 28. 13. I am the Lord God of Abra- 
ham thy Father c. Exod. 3. 14. The Lord 
God of your Fathers d. Exod. 20. 2. I am 
the Lord thy God*; and Ho. 1. 7. I will 
ſave them by the Lord their God i. Theſe, 


Euſeb. in loc. p. og. 
„ Theoph. Antioch. p. 129. Tertul. Contr. Prax. c. 16. 
11 Clem. Alex. Pæd. I. 1. c. 7. p. 131. 

c. 6. I. 4. c. 5.12. Juſt. Mart. Apol. 1. p. 123. Ox. 
* Clem. Alex, Fel L. 1, ©. . 5.15 
" Novat. Trin. c. 12. 


with 
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with many other like Texts *, were under- 
ſtood by the Antients in general, long be- 
fore Pa Council of Nice, of God the Son. 
From whence it is evident that the Style 
and Title of, Lord God, was thought to be 
very applicable to God the Son, and not pe- 
culiar or appropriate, in Holy Scripture, to 
God the Father. 


True God is another divine Title be- 
longing to the Son of God. We are in 
| Him, that is true, even in (or by) his 
Son Feſus Chriſt. This is the true God 
and eternal Life®, 1 Joh. 5. 20. We have 
ſufficient reaſon to believe that God the 
Son is here called true God, and eternal 
Life. It is on all Hands confeſsd that 
eternal Life, in the ſtyle of St. John 
(See 1 Joh. 1. 2.) is an Epithet appropriate 
to the Son, and is to be underſtood of Him 
in this yery Paſſage. And thus a late Arian 
Writer © interprets. the laſt words. This 
« is the true God, even the Father; and | 
« this is the way that leads to Him, eyen 
«* Zeſus Chriſt, who is the Way, the 

/ 
b 


a See Defenſe F ſame Dweries, Q. 2. p. 29, 0c. 
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« Truth, and the Life; underſtanding 
eternal Life as another Name for, or as 
appropriate to, the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt. 
But it is manifeſt that the Pronoun This 
(r S) is the Subject of Both the predicates, 
true God, and eternal Life. To make 
good Conſtruction of it the other way, the 
Sentence ſhould have run: Thzs (Sr) is 
the true God, and That other (nav@) is 
eternal Life. But the words are, This 
(Perſon, 8G) is the fruę God (& dens 
Ococ) and eternal Life ( i den ain.) 
There is no other ſubject of the latter pre- 
dicate beſides the y, This, going before. 
If it be ſaid that the particle z may ſtand 
for avTn, and ſo the Senſe be, This is the 
way, pointing as it were to Feſtus Chriſt 
before mention d; yet ſo the Conſtruction 
is very harſh and unnatural: Beſides that 
the particle ij is obſerved ta have been want- 
ing in the Alexandrian, and ſeveral other 
Manuſcripts. Our Interpretation therefore 
agrees much better than the other, with 
the words following after sr,, This. And 
{ muſt obſerve farther, that it agrees alſo 
better with the words going before it. We 
are in Him that is true, even in (or even 
by) his Son Feſus Chriſt. Then follows 
immediately S, This, This Perſon, im- 
mediately before mention d, viz. Jeſus 
Chriſt. 
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Chriſt. For, allowing that a Pronoun may 
ſometimes refer to a remote Antecedent, 
yet is it not ſo uſual, nor ſo natural ; neither 
ſhould it be preſumed to do ſo, without a 
manifeſt neceſſity. Haying ſhown that the 
Context plainly favours our Conſtruction, let 
ry next examine the Pretences on the contrary 
ide. 


It is ſaid *, that the moſt and beſ? MSS 


read + e cv, the true God, inſtead 


of + M , Him that is true: and fo 
the Words will run thus: Ve know that 
the Son of God is come, and hath given 
us an underſtanding that we may know the 
true God, (viz. the Father) and we are in 
Him that is true (the true God before ſpoken 
of) in (that is, by) His Son Feſus Chriſt. This 
zs the true God andeternal Life. But admit- 
ting this reading of the words, it is ſo far from 
confronting the Senſe before giyen, that it ra- 
ther confirms it. For then if comes to this; 
that we are in the true God, vis. the Father, 
by being m his Jon, becauſe That Son is 
the true Cod. This Conſtruction is ſo far 
from being abſurd or flat, that it is very 
expreſſive and ſignificant; intimating that 
there is none ſo certain way of knowing 


* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 51. ad. Ed, 
the 


Sr. od oath. 
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the tue God, as by a Teacher who is Him- 
ſelf true God nor any other way of being 
reconciled to Ca, but by being united with 
one whovis God: That the Son of God alone 
can be able to unite us to the true God, and 
that becauſe He Himſelf is true God; who by 
being Incarnate could join the Divine and 
Humane Natures, God and Man, in One. 
This kind of reaſoning is very much inſiſted 
on by the Antient Fathers*; And upon this 
Account the Divinity of our Bleſſed Lord was 
look'd upon by Them, as an Article of the ut- 
moſt Importance to Salvation. Now we ſee 
from whence They borrowed their Notions, 
namely, from the Apoſtles, from St. ohm 


* Hired 3% Ty; Bow anus. Ns; Ouras)] at e, 64 pen 3 
Ss u 67 re aw Twy r 1e ear 3 4 Tas A 
Nr. xo eis Oed, & wan © Ocds ecld eis Ager; 
Iren. p. 271. 

"917 z4ev 114%; 6 Kver©», 571 Oroy das S del g Ira") pen 2 
Ocg Jeg) (leg. d F) Turion, h Org un - 
oxeaX T Oevy. Ibid. p. 22 

EI nay 0 0; tdagnral d ow]nghity, GX d- geg i- rope 
aurthy 94 ei uy 7w1Vw I 0 "Av greg To Och, Gn u i qνιν 
r 7 apbagring. 706 78 7 rinks Org T4 % Adee, 
a * idias wegs e oixetoTy1og, eis PiMay 3% e 
186 4 , TUNRY HY 6V, Ibid. P- 21 1. 

dee Paſſages of like Import with this laſt Citation from Irenæus, 
in the Authors following. 

Tertullian, Apol. c. 2 1. de Carn. Chriſti c. 5. de Reſurr. c. 
63. Contr. Prax, c. 28. Novatian c. 18, 19. Clemens Alex. 
p. 251. Origen Contr. Celſ. p. 131. Hippolytus Vol. 2. pag. 
45. Cyprian de Idol; Van. p. 15. Teſtimon. p. 37. Lactantius 


I. 4. c. 13. 25, 
P eſpecially; 
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eſpecially; who, as He began his Goſpel 
with obſerving that the Father is Cad, and 
the Son God alſo; fo He ended his Epiſtle, 
teaching us to believe in the Father, as the 
Zrue God, and in the Son, as the true God 
too; which comes to the ſame with the 
other. Add to this, that St. Fohn, very 
probably, in his Epiſtle, as well as Goſpel, 
(which were not wrote long after one ano- 
ther) had a particular reſpe& to the Here- 
ſies Then growing up, namely of Cerinthus 
and the Ebionites, * who, as They denied 
the Divinity of our Saviour, ſo alſo denied 

any divine Sonſbip, antecedent to the Birth 
of the Virgin. Hence it is that St. John 
ſo often inculcates, through this Epiſtle, 
the neceſſity of believing in the Son. He 
that hath the Son, hath Life ; and He 
that hath not the Son of God, hath not 


* Scripſit Evangelium, rogatus ab Aſia Epiſcopis, adverſus 
Cerinthum, alioſque Hæreticos, & maxime tunc Ebionitarum 
Dogma conſurgens, qui aſſerunt, Chriſtum ante Mariam non fuiſſe, 
unde & compulſus eſt drvmam ejus nativitatem edicere. Hierun. 
Catal. Script. n. 9. p. 105. 

Irenæus, before Jerom, teſtifies that St. John's Goſpel wa: 
wrote particularly againſt the Error of Cerinthus. Iren. l. 3. c. 11. 
The ſame Irenzus intimates that St. John's Epiſtle pointed at the 

ſame Hereſy. Vid. Iren. I. 3. c. 16. p. 206. And Tertullian is fil 

more particular in theſe Words, 

In Epiſtola, eos maxime Awichriſtos vocat, qui Chriſtum ne- 

rent in carne veniſſe, & qui non putarent Jeſum eſſe Flium 

Dei: Illud Marcion, Hoc Hebion Vindicavit. Tirtull. Praſcript. 


adv, Hæreſ. c. 33. 
Life, 
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Life, Ch. 5. v. 12. (ee alfo y. 10, 11, 13. 
and Ch. 3. v. 23.) Now, what ſort of Son, 
or Sen / Cod, St. John muſt have meant, 
appears: ſufficiently from the firſt Chapter 
of his Goſpel: It was the only begotr 

Logos, that was with God, and was God, 
and by zvhow all Things were made. Such 
a Son of God as This, the Cerinthians and 
Ebionites denied our Lord to be; believing 
Him to be a mere Man, that had no Ex- 
iſtence before He became Man. Nothi 

therefore could be more directly level d 
againſt thoſe Hereſies than this very Verſe 
of St. Johns Epiſtle, aſſerting at once Chriſt's 
proper Sonſtip, and his true Divinity; 
which indeed amount to one and the ſame 
Thing. Theſe Conſiderations put together 
abundantly make good our Interpretation 
of this controverted Text. But the * Au- 
thor of Scripture- Doctrine is pleaſed to 
cenſure our Conſtruction, of this Paſſage of 
St. Johm, as Modern. Some Moderns, 
He ſays, refer this to Chriſt, but others, 
with all the Antients, underſtand it of 
God the Father. It may be thought ſome- 
what Hard to have a Conſtruction cenſured 
as Modern, which has undoubtedly pre- 
vailed in .the Chriſtian Church thirteen. Cen- 


* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 51. 2d Edit. 
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turies upwards *, if not higher. The Ca. 
tholicks of the fourth Century cited it in 


this Senſe, without the leaſt Scruple; and 
without any Intimation, ſo far as I can 


find, that it was ever otherwiſe underſtood. 
The Arians themſelves, as ſeems very pro- 


bable, admitted this Conſtruction f; or cer- 


tain it is that many of them allowed that 
the Son was Ot dν e, true God, (I ſup- 


poſe in virtue of this Text, ſince They ob- 
jected not againſt the Title as unſcriptural) 
but they cluded the Catholic Senſe of it *. 
The Ante-Nicene Fathers, probably, un. 
derſtood the Text, juſt as the Poſt-Nicene 
Catholicks did; only They had leſs occa- 
ſion to cite it, having ſo' many other Texts, 
both of the Old and New Teſtament, to 
produce in proof of the Son's being God; 
which was the ſame with Them as frue 
God, the diſtinction between God, and true 
God, being hardly ever ſtarted; before the 
Arian Controverſy. It is a(very ſingular 
way of ſpeaking, which tht Author of 
Scripture-Doffrine makes ufe of, when 
He ſays, all the Antients underſtood this 


* Athanaſius, p. 99. 283. 558. 684. 888. Baſil. Contr. 
Eunom. |. 4. p. 106. Didym. in loc. Cyril. Alex. Dial. 8. ad 
calc. Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 1. c. 17. p. 467. Hieron. Not. in Iſ. p. 
65. Auguſt, Contr. Max. I. 2. p. 705. Serm. 140. p. 681, 

+ See Ambroſe Epiſt. Claſ. 1. p. 791, Ed. Bened. 

* Theodor, Eccl. Hiſt, l. 1. p. 28. 


Text 
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Text of God the Father. Who would not 
imagine from hence, that ſome One, at leaſt, 
of the Antients might be produced, inter- 
preting the Text as He pretends They did ? 
Yet certain it is, that He cannot produce 
one. The Fact is only this; That none 
of the Writers of the three firſt Centuries 
interpreted this Text at all: From whence 
this Author, I ſuppoſe, concludes (if we 
may judge of him from a Friend of his, 
without a Name*) that the Text, muſt, 
in Courſe, have been underſtood of the 
Father. This precarious, groundleſs In- 
ference (without letting his Readers know 
that it is no more than an Inference) He 
puts upon us as undoubted Fact, in Scrip- 
ture-Dottrine; which is greatly abuſing his 
Readers. 


The ſum then of what hath been pleaded 
for our Interpretation of the Paſſage, is, 
that it is /zferal, and grammatical ; agree- 
able to the Context, and to the Doctrine 
of St. John, in other Places; that it ſuits 
perfectly well with the Analogy of Faith, 
and the undoubted Principles of the Pri- 
mitrve Church; that there is no one In- 
ſtance of any contrary Interpretation of the 
Text, in all Antiquity, but all that therc 
* Modeſt Plea, &c. p. 261. 

| = arc, 
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are, are fully and cleatly for it; that the 
Objecdions againſt it ate truly Modern, and, 
| beſides, of little or no weight in Them. 
ſelves. Upon the whole, every reaſbnable 
Man may be leſt to judge whether This, ot 
the other Interpretation ought to be preferr d. 
To procecd, 


Another divine Title given to the Son, 
in Holy Scripture, is Great God. * Look 
in + for that bleſſed Hope, and the glori 
as appearing of the great God and our 
Saviour (or, our great God and Saviour) 
Jeſus Chrift, Tit. 2. 13. What we inſiſt 
upon here, is, that the Titles of Great God 
and Saviour are, in this Paſſage, equally 
applied to Chriſt. Our Adverſaries them- 
ſelves cannot but confeſs that the Words 
will grammatica/ly bear this Conſtruction : 
And we have good reaſon to believe, that, 
all things conſiderd, They. can fairly bear 
no other. 1. Becauſe of the Omiiſi6n of 
the Article rs, before owrne@», which, in 
ſtrict propriety of Language, ſhould have 
been inſerted, had the Apoſtle been ſpeak- 
ing of two Perſons; as the Article generally 
is (tho' not akways) in ſuch Caſes, where 


* Herde be = uαννQ a t Ari , 2 td, 8 Jong 
S ueydas Ori © our (> : wor leg Xexcy, Tit. 3. 13» 
+ Clarke's Script. Dor, p. 77. 2d. Ed. N 
. different 
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different — are intended a: And it 
is obſervable, that the Apoſtle on in 
ſpeaking of Chriſt only, hho — of 
the Father (v. 14.) which makes it ſtill 
the more probable that the Article r 
would have been inſerted, had He intended 
different Perſons. 2. Becauſe inipavaa the 
appearing is always d in the New Teſta- 
ment, aſcribed to the Son alone, and never 
to the Father. For tho' it be ſaid (Matt. 16. 
27.) that the Son of Man ſhall come or ap- 
pear in the Glory of his Father, yet it is 
no where in the New Teſtament ſaid that 
the Father ſhall appear, but the Son only. 
If it be replied that it is not here ſaid that 
the 7 God, or Father, ſhall appear, but 
his Glory only; I anſwer, that empavaa © 
done, does not neceſſarily ſignify the ap- 
pearing of Glory, but may properly ſignify 
the glorious Appearance; as it is rightly 
render d in our Enghſp Verſion . Againſt 
this Conſtruction of the Text, it is ob- 
jected 4 that the Title of great God is, in 
the Old and New Teſtament, the Character 


Vid. M. Martin. Tratité de la Relig. part 3. p. 262, &c. 

> See 2 Theſ. 2. 8. 1 Tim. 6. 14. 2 Tim. 1. 10.4. I, 8. 

© See Martin. Traité de la Relig. Revel. part 3. c. 17. p. 
271, &c. 

© Clarke's „p. 86. Modeſt Plea, &c. p. 250, Comp. 
True Script. « . 26. and True Script. Doctrine conti- 


aued, p. 84, &c. 
P 4 of 
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of the Father: which, if true, does not 
prove that it may not, in this place, be the 
Character of the don too. But the Fact is 
very uncertain, and may as eaſily be denied 
as aſſerted. As to the Texts of the 0ʃ⁴ 
Teſtament ; ſince there is nothing to diſtin- 
guiſh whether they are meant of God the 
Father, or Son, or Both, or of the whole 
Trinity, no certain Argument can be drawn 
from Them. The God of Iſrael is the 
great God There ſpoken of; and it is beg- 
ing the _— to interpret the Paſlages 
of the Father only. As to the New Teſta- 
ment, there is but one ſingle Text cited to 
this purpoſe; and it is Rev. 19. 17. where 
(if That be the true Reading) mention is 
made of the Supper of the great God; 
which the Objectors imagine to be ſpoken 
of the Father. But if it be conſider that 
our bleſſed Saviour is ſtiled King of Kings 
and Lord of Lords, (v. 16.) but a very lit- 
tle before the Supper of the great God is 
mention'd; and that the Apoſtle goes on 
ſpeaking of Chriſt (not God the Father) 
deſcribed as ſitting n the Horſe (v. 19. 
comp. v. 11.) and as ſaying Thoſe whole 
Fleſh was to be given to the Fowls (v. 21.) 
that is, as providing That very Supper, | 
which is called (v. 17.) the Supper of the 
great God, becauſe of the great God's pro- 

viding 
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viding or making it: 1 ſay, if we lay theſe 
Things together, we ſhall be inclined to 
think that this Text of the Revelation, 
inſtead of anſwering the purpoſe of the Ob- 
jectors, is another Evidence of the Sons 
being ſtiled great God; and fo helps to con- 
firm our Interpretation of the Text in 
Titus, whereof we have been treating. 
We have ſeen then that there is no Ob- 
jection of Weight to be made againſt our 
Interpretation. 


In Confirmation of what hath been urged 
in favour of our Conſtruction of the place, 
I may obſerve farther, that * Baſil, Gre- 
gory Nyſſen, Epiphanius, Chryſoſtom, and 
Auſtin, of the fourth and fifth Centuries, 
interpret the Text as we do. And if we 
may judge of the Arians from Maximin, 
a celebrated Biſhop amongſt Them of the 
fifth Century, They alſo admitted the ſame 
Interpretation f; ſo unconteſted a Thing 
was it at that Time. We have the leſs 
rcaſon to wonder at it, becauſe the Ante- 
Nicene ' Catholicks before, very probably, 
underſtood the Text in the ſame Senſe. 


* Baſil, Contr. Eunom, 1. 4. p. 107. Greg. Nyſſ. Contr. 
Eun. p. 265. Epiphan. Ancor. p. 74. Chryſoſt. Tom. I. 
Hom. 30. p. 341. Hom. in Joh, p. 36. | 
Vid. Auguſt, Oper. Tom. 8. p. 656. 


For 
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For we find * Clemens of Alexandria, of 
the ſecond Century, and Hippolytus b of 
the third, interpreting it in the ſame way: 
Nor is there any Inſtance, in all Antiqui- 
ty, ſo far as appears, of any contrary, or 
different Interpretation. I ſhall only add, 
that the Title of great God was without 
ſcruple applied to God the Son by the 
Antients ; as appears from expreſs Teſti- 
moniese, and as we may reaſonably judge 
from Euſebius's d ſo applying it, had we no 
other Teſtimonies for it. 


Mighty God is another divine Title given 
to God the Son in Holy Scripture. His 
name ſball be called Wonderful, Counſel- 
ler, The Michrr Gop, Oc. Iſa. 9. 6. El 
gibbor, the ſame Title which is given to the 
one ſupreme God of Iſrael, Iſa. 10. 21. Be- 
ſides that the Hebrew word El, as Jerom 


» 


* Clem. Alex. p. 7. Ed. Ox. 

» Hippolytus de Articlriſto, c. 64. 67. p. 31, 33. Fabric. 

© Clem. Alex. Pædag. I. 1. c. 5. p. 112. Teſtament. Pa- 
triarch Grab. Spic. Vol. 1. p. 156. Origen. Contr. Celf. . 
7- Pag. 342. N 

Origen's meaning is exceeding clear, that to ſay that God the 
Word, (as ſuch,) or Truth, or Life, c. die, is as much 
as to ſay, that the great God ſhould die, or become à Servant. 
The Modeſt Pleader rherefore (Mod. Plea, Cc. p. 251.) miſtakes 
this Paſſage. . 

Euſeb. in Pſalm. p. 629. 


obſ ervcs?, 
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obſerves , is for the moſt part, the pro- 
per Title of the one true God. The SEven- 
TY, as the ſame Ferom remarks “ in ren- 
dring Iſa. 9. 6. have took a very unuſual 
freedom. For, thinking it ſtrange and harſh 
to apply the name of God, and Mighty, &c. 
to a Perſon juſt before called a Child, they 
choſe rather to vary the Senſe, and to make 
a Comment inſtead of a Tranſlation; putti 

pryanns Benis "AyſexG, Angel of the great 
Counſel, inſtead of thoſe other higher Titles 
and Epithets. But, more probably, the 
Fault lay not in the LXX Interpreters, but 
in the Fews, who after Chriſt's Time, had 
corrupted ſome Copies of the LXX. Cer- 
tain it is that IJrenæus, who was a profeſs d 
admirer and follower of the Verſion of the 
LXX, (looking upon it as an inſpired per- 
formance© yet quotes not this Text of 
Iſaiub, (viz. 9. 6.) according to the Sep- 
tuagint, as it now is, or as it was, in ſome 
Copies at leaſt, in the time of St. Ferom, 


Deus ſeparatim, qui Hebraice E dicitur. Denique ih con- 
ſequentibus ubi legimus : Ti es enim Deus & neſciebamus. Et 
iterum : Ego ſum Deus, & non eft alius trater me, & multa his 
. fimilia, pro eo quod in Latino dicitur Deus, in Hebraice EI 
ſcriptum eſt. Hieran. Comm. in If. p. 85. Ed. Bened. 
bY. Qua nominum majeſtate perterritos LXX reor non eſſe 
auſos de puero dicere quod aperte Deus appellandus fit, & cæ- 
tera: Sed pro his ſex nominibus poſuiſſe quod in Hebraico non 
habetur Magni Con/ilii Angelum, &c. Hieron. ibid. p. 86. 

© Vid, Iren. I. 3. c. 21. p. 215. 

Euſe- 
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Euſebius, and even Fuſtin Martyræ; but ac- 
cording to what it ſhould be, and as it lies in 
the Hebrew Text®; citing it in proof of the 
Divinity of Chriſt. In like manner, Clemens 
of Alexandria, tho equally an Admirer of 
the Heptuagint Verſione, yet cites the ſame 
Text of Iſaiah, much after the ſame Senſe 

with Ireneus, and not according to the LXXA; 
drawing an Argument from thence of the 
Greatneſs, Majeſty, and eſſential Divinity, of 
the Son of God. lt is the leſs to be wonder'd 
at, if afterwards we but ſeldom meet with 
this Text cited in proof of Chriſt's Divinity, 
ſince the Septuagint, which the primitive Fa- 
thers chiefly followed and quoted from, exhi- 
bited another Senſe of the Paſſage. Yet we 
find it cited by Athanaſiuse (if That piece 
be his) and the Elder Cyrz/*, for that _= 


* See Dial. p. 229. Ed. Jebb. 

® Vocatur namen ejus admirabilis, conſdliarius, Deus Fortis, De- 
us fortis eſt, & inenarrabile habet genus. Iren. p. in 
Vid. Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. p. 410. » 
= Oavucnss; TVs Ng, Oe 55 Juras us, wa]rg 3 4 
peyanry Og © & reel nde 1008 cu e 2 ne 0 yd, 


Clem. Alex. Pæd. I. 1. p. 112. 

Oc by i i,vaqy, Och wd xn2u77; Dionyſ. Alex. . Contr. 
Paul. Samoſ. p. 852. Labb. 

KAC 5 „0 erg, weywAns S Ayſiges, Je ausds, 
u, Oc9s ! is, tEwmiacn;, 1 %wv Hervne, malre F At- 
AovJ]og a4gve;. Athan, de Incarn. Contr. Arian. c. 22. p. 889. 
Comp. Apoſt. Conſtit. l. 5. c. 16. Pſeud. Ignat. a Antioch. c. 3. 

Fn Kae To 010% WUTY MEY O16 GA T2; & g wel; A- 
Aeg, Sc οαα og TYnSuMG, ©c05 i N &c. | 
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poſe. And There the verſe is cited accord- 
ing to the Hebrew Original; only taking in 
part of the LXX's Tranſlation: From whence 
one might ſuſpe& that there had been two 
Verſions of the ſame words, 'and Both; by 
degrees, taken in to the Text, and tack'd toge- 
ther. To what hath been aid, I ſhall-only 
add, that the mighty God ſpoken of P/al. 
50. 1. has been generally believed by the 
primitive Fathers, to be God the Son-. But 
There the words mighty God, are the ren- 
dring of El Elohim, and ſignify God of 


Gods; which however, in Senſe, arc at leaft 
tantamount to the other? 


Another Divine Title afctibed to the 
Son, in Holy Scripture, - is, over all God 
bleſſed for ever, Rom. 9. 5. That this is 
faid of Chriſt, not of God the Father, ap- 
pears from the whole Context, and the 
very form d of Expreſſion. O d naturally 
refers to the Perſon of Chriſt immediate- 
ly before ſpoken of: And the Antitheſis 


EI & Ord i i2;vess TSTo > raiden, Dl ewry dnoev Gone 
Aas id. Obi) 0 s Oro; F Ot ov Ti. Pfal. 83.8, Cy- 
fil. Hieroſol. f. 322. Ox. 


See Iren. |. 3. c. 6. p. 180. e 
p. 48. & de Bon. Fact p. 220. Euſeb. in Pſal. p. 209 
» Comp. 2 Cor. 1 1. 31. 


Comp. Rom. 1. 3, 4. See Grabe“ Nor. in Bull. Def. F. N. 
Sect. 2. c. 3. 


between 
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between what he is according to the Flaſb, 
and what according to the Siri, re- 
quires it. Thus all the Antients, * Catho- 
licks and dHHereticks, conſtantly under- 
ſtood the Words, referring Them to Chriſt, 
as here called aver all God bleſſed for 
ever. The Author of Scripture Doclłrine 
ſays, that the word vos, Cod, is want- 
ine in many MSS >. But, I preſume, Bp. 
Fearſpn and Dr. Mills, who Both declare 
all the Manuſcripts have ite, may be be- 
| lieyed, till He produces his Vouchers, .or 
explains his Meaning. The Reading of 
the place being fixd and certain, and its 
Reference to Chriſt no leſs certain d, as 
well from the Context it ſelf, as from .the 
conſtant, uniform Senſe of all Antiquity, we 


cke the Teſtimanies re LAT ao bo. the, Mills. To which may 
be -» 7 rearing tr. Noet. c. 6. p. 10. Ed. Fabric, 

Vol. 2 

> Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 75. 2d. Ed. „p. 86. 

and Modeſt = p. 142. - W 

© The pretenſe of Eraſmus from the Farbers i is vain; and as vain 
is That of Grotius. from the Syriac Tranſlation, which hath in it 
the Name of God, expreſiy, as well as all the Copies of the Ori- 
ginal, and all the reſt of the Tranſlations. Pearſon on the Creed, 

Art. 2. p. 133. 

Non CE Codd. omnino nulli omittunt Oc, ſed ne- 
que ipſi Syriaca Verſio. Verbo dicam Lectionem hanc prafe- 
runt MSS omnes. . Mills in Locum. 

© Some have pretended to underſt and the Words over all God 
bleſſed, ec. 2 the Father, et pretences ſee confyted by 
Dr. Grabe in his Remarks on Mr. Whiſton's Collection of f, Teſti 


monies, p. 23, 24, Cc. 


1 may 
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may no proceed to conſider the Force and 
Significancy of the Phraſe, over al God 
bleſſed for ever. Our bleſſed Lord is nat 
only here call'd God, but God with a very 
high Epithet, over all, em wan, the very 
ſame that is applied to the Father Himſelf, 
Eph. 4. 6. and is There render d above all. 
Beſides this, there is the Addition of Ge- 
vs ds T&s auaivas, Bleſſed for euer: which 
again is the very ſame that St. Paul applies 
to the eternal Creator, Nom. 1. 25. Add 
to this, that the Title of Bleed, as Biſhop 
Pearſon obſerves, of it ſelf elſewhere 
Jaempies the ſupreme God, and was always 
uſed by the Jews to expreſs that one God 
of. Iſrael &. In anſwer to our Argument 
from this Text, it is ſaid, that if Chriſt be 
Cod over all, yet it is manifeſt that He 
is excepted, by Communication of whaſe 
divine Power and ſupreme Authority 
Chriſt is God over all f. Without doubt, 
the Father is excepted out of the Number 
of thoſe Things, over which the Son is God. 
No Catholic ever pretended other wiſe. 
Thoſe general Expreſſions over all, &c. 
leave Room for ſuch facite Exceptions as 
cither other Scriptures or the reaſon of the 
thing ſhows, ought to be made. And this, 


* Pearſon on the Creed, Art. 2. p. 133. 
} Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 75. ad- Ed. 
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Father is ſaid to be 
Expreſſions may hot be ſtrain d beyond 
— juſt and proper Meaning. As to what 
is hinted under the word Communication, 
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we hope, will be remember d, in favour of 


the Son, and Holy Spirit; as often as the 
e all, &c. that ſuch 


by Way of leſſening, it is hardly deſerving 


notice. Supreme Power, whether com- 


municated or uncommunicated, is ſupremt 
Power :. And if the Son has it commint- 
cated, then certainly He has it; which is 
ſufficient to our Purpoſe. Only we muſt 
obſerye that the Text, nd&w under Conſide- 
ration, ſays nothing of what is Communti- 


2 


cated but of what is: 6 d, who ic, not 


s NardlaſpÞp@, who is appointed, over 
all, Cc. It is very trifling in our Adyer- 
ſarics to refer us to 1 Cor. 15. 27. where 
it is ſaid, that a// things are put under 
Chriſt: As if the Force of our Argument 
lay more in the Words over all, than in 
the Words, God bleſſed for ever; or as if 

Chriſt's Mediatorial Kingdom, commence- 
ing at the Reſurrection, can any way ac- 
count for his being God, which He certain- 
ly was before the Creation: See Joh. 1. r. 
Comp. Coloſſ. 1. 15, 16, Oc. 


Another divine Title given to the Son 


in Holy Scripture, is Jehovah, the incom- 


1 municable 


„ ac ck 
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municable name of the one true God. The 
Fact I need not here prove, having done it 
elſewhere ; beſides that it is readily con- 
feſsd by our Adverſaries b. That the name 
Zehovah has reference to the neceſſary-ex- 
iſtence of the Perſon ſo named in his own 
right, is acknowledged by the beſt Criticks, 
Antient and Modern; and admitted even 
by our Adverſariesc. And ſince they have 
no good reaſon to ſuſpe& that the Son of 
God hath it not in his own right, we may 
have leave to infer that He is neceſſarily- 
exiſting, as well as the Father. To this 
it is Objected, that then there will be two 
Fehovahs, Father and Son dl. To which 
it is anſwerd, that two neceſ/arily-exiſting 
Perſons may as well be one Jehovah, as 
one God: And to aſſert the contrary is on- 
ly taking for granted the main Thing to be 
proved. It is farther pretended, that Feho- 
vah is not the name of the Eſſence or Sub- 
ſtance, but of the Perſon whoſe it is. Had 
it been ſaid of the Perſons, inſtead of the 
Perſon, whole it is, we ſhould haye no oc- 
caſion to differ: But to ſuppoſe it the name 
of one Perſon only, is begging the Queſti- 
on. Jehovah is the name of as many Per- 


Ferm. I. p. 30, &c. Defenſe of Queries, p. 58. 

® Clarke's Reply, p. 142. 163. Modeſt Plea, p. 21. 

© See Clarke's Reply, p. 164. Comp. Scrip. Doctr. p. 264. 2d. Ed. 
© See Modeſt Plea, c. p. 274. 


Q ſons 
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ſons as are of the ſame neceſſarily-exiſtin 
Subſtance ; and is ſometimes taken Eſſential) 
and ſometimes Perſonall „in like manner as 
the name God. It is farther faid, that Feho- 
vah is the name of a living Perſon, not of an 
abſtratt Subſtance *. As if They who ſuppoſe 
it the name of three liuing Perſons, were not 
as clear of this Charge of making it the name 
of an abſtrat? Subſtance, as They who make 
it the name of one only. No one ſuppoſes it 
to be the name of an ab/?rat? Subſtance, but 
the name of a Perſon, or Perſons, expreſſing 
Vis or their Subſtance conſidered as neceſſari. 
Hy-exciſting. Whatever Alſtraction there is, in 
this partial way of conſidering any thing, or 
things, under ſuch preciſe Formality, as neceſ 
[arily-exiſting, i it holds equally, whether 7e. 
val be the name of one Perſon, or more: For 
neither one Perſon nor more are called Je- 
hah, ò wv, or r68v, any otherwiſe conſi- 
dered than as meceſſarily-exiſting. This 
being really the caſe, our Adverſaries, upon 
their own Hypotheſes, may as well ſuppoſe 
it the name of an ab/?rat? Subſtance, as They | 
may upon ots. For whenever they con- 
ſider a Perſon merely as neceſſarily-exiſt- 
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ug, they do not, under the ſame Notion, 
* See Modeſt Plea, Cc. p. 293. See the ſame Objettm 70. ; 
peated, p. 160. 163. 252. 273, 274. 281. | 
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conceive him under a dzferent Notion; the 
fame Idea being neither more nor leſs than 
the ſame Jaca. They muſt in this caſe ab- 
ſtrat, from the 1dea of Perſonality, and 
conſider the Perſon no farther than as the Sub- 
ject or SJubſtratum of that one property of 
_ neceſſary-exiſtence : And conſequently They 
make Jehovah, thus preciſely conſider'd, the 
name of an abſtrat? Subſtance, as much as 
We: Tho, in ſtrict propriety of language, 
neither They nor We do it at all. For, 4. 
ſtraft Subſtance is indeed Soleciſm in ſpeech ; 
nothing being properly abſtrat? except Ideas. 
But I procced. 


Another Divine Title aſcribed to God the 
Son, in Holy Scripture, is Almighty, as we 
imperfectly render the Greek Word, wavro- 
te .. The moſt remarkable Paſſage to 
our Purpoſe, is in the firſt Chapter of 
the Apocalypſe. Behold, he cometh with 
Claude, and every Eye ſhall ſee Him, 
and they alſo which piercd Him: And 
all Kindreds of the Earth ſhall wail be- 
cauſe of Him: even ſo Amen. I am Al. 
pha and Omega the Beginning and the 
Ending, ſaith the Labs which is, and 
which was, and which is to come; The 
ALMIGHTY. Rev. 1. 7, 8, All the Antients 
both before and after the Council of Nice, 

1 Under- 
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Underſtand this of God the Son*. This 
alone is a ftrong Preſumption in fayour 
of our Conſtruction; eſpecially when 
there is nothing in the Context but what 
confirms it, rather than otherwiſe, The 
Verſe immediately preceding relates to 
Chriſt, who is to come in the Clouds, 
and whom every Eye fhall ſee: And 
the Title of Alpha and Omega in the 
ſame verſe, is applied to Chri/# more than 


once in the Revelations f. A late Writer 


on the contrary, objects * that, v. 4. of this 
Chapter, the words, He which is, and which 
was, and which is to come, are uſed as 
the. diſtinguiſhing Character of the Perſon 
of the Father. He might as well argue that 
the words Alpha and Omega, the Begin- 
ning and the Find, (Chapt. 21. 6.) are 
uſed as the diſtinguiſhing Character of the 
Perſon of the Father; and therefore That 
Character cannot be applied to Chriſt in 


* Tertu!}. Contr Prax. c. 17. Hippolyt. Contr, Noet. c. 
6. p. 10. Fabric. Origen * le Ae |. I. c. 2. Athanaſius, p. 
415. 554.684. 762. Ed. Bened. Greg. Naz ianz. Orat. 35. p. 
573. Phæbad. B. P. Tom. 4. Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 2. c. 4. p. 476. 
Hieron. in Zech. 2. p. 1718. Ed. Bened. Epiphan. Vol. Fes 1 
488. Ed. Petav. Auguſt. de Symb. ad Catech. I. 2. þ 
Cæſarienſ. in loc. See my Defenſe, p. 451. 

+ Revel. 1, 11, 17.— 2. 8.— 22. 13. ch. 1. v. 17. and 18. 
the Words are © we res, x, © tyaijos, © 0 Cav, &c. The lrumg 
ene: (Comp. Numb. 14. 21. % C 7» ovoue ue, Septuag. 
* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 53, 2d. Ea, 4 

; Rev. 
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Rev. 22. 13. or in Rev. 1. 17. where Firſt 
and Laſt amounts to the ſame. It is no 
ſtrange thing to find the ſame Characters, 
in the ſame Scriptures, applied both to Fa- 
ther and Son. It is what we aſlert and 
contend for, and from thence proye that 
Father and Son are cqually Divine. It is 
meer petitio principii, or, taking for grant- 
ed the thing in Queſtion, to Aero that 
ſuch Characters are to dz/#znguiſh the Father 
from the Son, only Eaton be they are appli- 
cd to the Father. For we can. more juſtly 
argue on the other fide, that they are not 
diſtinguiſhing of the Father, as Father, be- 
cauſe we find them equally applied both to 
Father and Son. Another objection is, that 
the beſt Manuſcripts read Kue 6:O%, The 
Lord God, inſtead of ò Kd the Lord: 

which is not of great weight, ſince many o- 
ther M favour the preſent reading; beſides 
that if all the MSS had Lord God inſtead 
of Lord, it would be only a . farther proof 
that Chriſt is Lord God, conſonant to other 
Scriptures, and to all Antiquity. Origen, Am- 
broſe and Ferom ſuppoſe Ss God, to be in 
the Text; and yet ſcruple not to underſtand 
it of God the Son; as indeed they had no 
reaſon for ſcruple. It is objected farther *, 


* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 53. 2d Ed. 3 
Q 3 that 
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that wrasloxogrue (A mig hi 7 is alcun JS, ap- 
'plied to the Father only, in the moſt an- 
tient Writers: which is notoriouſly falſe in 
Fact, as appears from their underſtanding 
this very Text of the Son; beſides other 
collateral Evidences &. The laft pretence is 
that the Title of wa/lozegroe, Almighty, is al- 
ways elſewhere, in Scripture, applied to the 
Father only. To which I anſwer 1/7, that it is 
mere groundleſs preſumption to ſuppoſe that 
as often as That Title is applicd to the one 
God in the Old Teſtament, it is applicd to 
the Father only ; ſince it may often be un- 
derſtood indifferently either of Father or 
Son, or of the whole Trinity. And 24h, 
that there are ſeveral Texts of the Old Teſta- 
ment, which we have good reaſon to believe 
are to be underſtood particularly of God 
the Son. Pſalm the 24th, has by the pri. 
mitive Fathers f been interpreted of Chriſt. 
Now that Ke gννιjuej Lord of Hoſts, ap- 
plied to Chriſt in That Pſalm, is cquiva- 
Jent to Kue wailoxegrup, Almighty, appears 1 


4 * Juſtin, Mart. Application of Pſal. 24. 10. Dial. p. 107. Jeb. 
. Clem. Alex. p. 277. 647, 83 1. Tertullian. adv. Prax, c. 17. 
Origen D Ag l. 1. c. 2. Hippolyt. Contr, Noet. Vol. 2. 4 
p. 10. Fabric. Euſeb. Demonſtr. Evang. J. 6. c. 16. p. 281, Vi 
Earp. Euſeb. in Pſalm, p. 417. Comm. in If. p. 374. 435. 

+ + Juſtin. Martyr. Dial. p. 197. Cyprian. adv. Jud. l. 2. 

c. 49. p. 49, 50. Origen in Matt. p. 438. Euſeb, in loc. in 
Ambroſ. de Fid, F 


_ 
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from hence, that the LXX Interpreters ren- 
der the ſame words indifferently by one or 
other, as is obſerved * by Ambroſe and 
Jerom; and may be eaſily ſeen in a multi- 
tude of Inſtances, by looking into Trom- 
mius's Concordance. Beſides that St. Zohn 
Himſelf in his Apocalypſe (4. 8.) alluding to 
a Paſſage of Iſazah c. 6. 3. Holy, Holy, 
Holy is the Lord of Hoſts ; inſtead of 
KU e una , (or oaCawd) Lord of Hoſts 3 
puts Kue 6 Os 6 wwloxegrup, Lord God 
Almighty. It may be proved likewiſe from 
I. 6. 5. compared with John 12.41. (as 
have formerly obſerved |) that our Savi- 
our Chriſt is Lord of Hoſts, that is, xu. 
TAYTOLOGTWR, or Lord Almighty. The {ame 
may be farther proved from Zech. 2. 8 *. 
| as is noted by the Learned Euſebius; who - 
is therein followed by Ambroſe, and Ferom.- 


— 


; And a farther proof of the ſame thing may 
8 
4 * Nam & hic fic politum plerique codices habent, quod 
rs Dominus Sabaoth ipſe {it Rex gloria: Sabaoth autem Interpretes 
| aicubi Dominum virtutum, alicubi Regem, alicubi Ommipotentem 
n interpretati ſunt. Ambroſe de Fid. l. 4. c. 1. P. 524. Ed. Bened. 

; Sciendumque quia ubiquumque Septuaginta Interpretes, Do- 
* minum Virtutum, & Dominum Omsipotentem expreſſerint, in 


2. Hebræo ſit poſitum Dominus Sabaoth. Hieron. Tom. 3. f. 519. 
Vid. etiam Tom. 3. p. 17 18. 

Serm. 1. p. 30. 

* Vid, Euſeb. Demonſtr. Evang. 1. 6. c. 16. p. 28 1. Hieron. 
in loc. p. 1718, Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 2. c. 4. p. 476. 


24 be 
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be evidently drawn from Zech. 12. 5, 10. 
compared with 70h. 19. 34, 37. Theſe In. 
ſtances are ſufficient to check the confidence 
of ſuch as roundly affirm (without a Syllable 
of Proof), That the Title of wasloregroe, Al 
mighty, is in Holy Scripture, applicd always 
to the Father only. 


As to the three remaining Divine Titles 
given to the Son, in Holy Scripture, I ſhall 
but juſt mention them, not having room 
to enlarge. He is called The Lord of 
Glory, 1 Cor. 2. 8. which if compared 
with the Title of King of Glory (Pſalm 
24.) and the Deſcription there given, will 
appear to be a Title of great weight 
and ſignificancy. Xing of Kings and 
Lord of Lords, is another Divine Tithe | 
attributed to Chriſt, Rev. 17. 14. 19. 
16. This very Title is made the diſ- 
tinguiſhing Character of the one true 
God by St. Paul, in theſe words: who 
is the bleſſed and only Potentate, the 
King of Kings and Lord of Lords. | 
1 Tim. 6. 15. The laſt Divine Title I in- 
tend to mention, and barely to mention, 1s | 
That of Firſt and Laſt, Alpha and O. 
mega, the Beginning and the End. (Rev. 


I. 17. 22. 13.) the ſame that is applied 
t0 
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to the one ſu reme God. 1/a. — 
6. and to Cod the Fate, * TH 
The force of theſe Expreſſions I have Uſe 
where * open'd and explain'd, and need not 
here add any thing farther. 


Thus far I have proceeded in recountin counng 
explaining, and vindicating the ſeveral 

vine Titles aſcribed to God the Son, in 
Holy-Scripture. Particular objections to 
This, or That, I have took care to an- 
ſwer in their proper places: Gen ral ob- 
jections againſt the whole, intended to 


* See Defenſe 64 ig Queries, p. 113. and Chaldce Para- 


aſe upon 112. 4 
i . . The — Author of Modeſt Plea continued, p. 
12. qo ho to elude the force of theſe Texts. 1. By referring 
to the Words, I am He that liveth and was dead, Cc. Rev. 1. 
17, 18. But He would have done well to have conſidered the Force 


of % Z. See 1ſt. Letter to the Author of the Hiſtory of Mon- 


taniſim, 2dly, By referring to Rev. 3. 14. which I have 
* Serm. . II, and which confirms the Senſe I had grven of Al- 
pha and Omega. 3dly, By remitting us to Rev. 13. 16. which 
is no Explication of the Phraſe of Firſt and Laſt, but very wide and 
foreign. Athly, By referring to Heb. 12. 2. Which, if it be a good 
Comment upon Iſa. 41. 4 . C48. 12. and Rev. 1.8. 21. 
6. Then let jt be alſo a juſt Explication of the Parallel Texts, Rev. 
I. 11, 17.2, 8.—22. 13. But if the contrary be manifeſt in one 
Caſe, we muſt have ſomething more than mere Comjectures and Fun- 
cies, before we admit it in the other, The Phraſe Firſt and Laſt, ex- 
preſſes 1ſt, The Peerlcſs Majeſty of God who is He the True God, 11. 
41.4. 2dly, 1 Comp. Iſa. 43. 10. 3dly, Supreme Pow- 
er, Dignity and Gl See Iſa. 44.6, 7, 8. 4thly, Creation and 
Government of all T, ings. See Iſa. 48. 12, ec. 
Vid. M. Abbadie on the Divinity of Chriſt, p. 77s ec. 183. 


weaken 
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weaken the Concluſion we draw from them, 
ſhall be conſider d hereafter. But it will be 
proper, in the mean while, to take a view 
of the Divine Attributes applied, in Scrip- 
ture, to our Bleſſed Saviour. Theſe there- 
fore (if God permit) are to be the Subject 
of Diſcourſe, at our next meeting. | 


DIVINE 
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Dzvans ATTRIBUTES aſcribed to 


CURIST. 
OR 
CHRIST's DIVINITY 
PROVED FROM HIS . - + 


ATIRIBU TES. 


The Seventh SERMON preached 
Te March 2. 1719-20. 


Joan XVI. 15. 


All Things that the Father hath, are 
mine; therefore ſaid I, that He ſhall 
take of mine, and ſhall ſheww it unto 
Jou. 


N a former Diſcourſe, upon theſe Words, 

I obſerved that they contained two Ar- 
guments to prove the Divinity of our Bleſ- 
ſed Lord: The Firſt of which ariſes from 
this conſideration, that the Influences, Gifts, 
and Graces of God's own Spirit, with the 


Glory of _ are aſcribed to Chriſt ; And: 
the 
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the Second is, that all things which the Fa- 
ther hath, are by our Bleſſed Lord claimed 
as his own. After a brief account of the 
firſt Argument, I proceeded more at large 
to open and illuſtrate the ſecond, propoſing 
theſe three particulars: 


1. To ſhow that the Divine Titles arc 
aſcribed to the Son, in Holy-Scripture. 


2. To ſhow that the Divine Attributes 
are likewiſe aſcribed to Him. 


3. To Sum up the force of the Argument 
ariſing from thence, and to obviate ſuch Ge- 
neral Objections as tend to weaken our 
Concluſion. 


I had Then only time to go through 
the firſt of theſe three particulars ; recount- 
ing the ſeycral Divine Titles, which are 
in Scripture applied to God the Son, as 
well as to God the Father. I proceed 
now, 


II. To ſhow that the ſame Devine At- 
tributes are likewiſe aſcribed to Both. 1 
ſhall inſiſt particularly upon Four: Eter- 
nity, Immutability, Ommiſcience, and Onnt- 
preſence; of which, in thcir order. 

£ | 1. The 
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1. The Scripture-proofs of the Eternity of 
God the Son, are many and clear; and 
may be divided into two ſorts, being either 
implicite and indirect, or explicite and di. 
rect. The implicite or inditect proofs 
I ſhall but briefly mention, as belonging 
to other parts of my Delign, and not ſo 
properly coming in here. If the Son be 
God, in the ſtrict and proper Senſe, as I 
have before ſhown, he is of courſe Eter- 
nal. But this I paſs over here, my deſign 
being now, not to prove Him to be Erer- 
nal becauſe he is God, but to prove that 
he is God becauſe he is Eternal; founding 
thereupon a new and diſtinct Argument of 
Chriſt's Divinity. 


I have before ſhown that Rev. 1. 8. is 
to be underſtood of God the Son. And 
now I muſt obſerve, that That ſingle Text 
affords two Arguments of his Eternity. 
He is Alpha and Omega, the Beginning 
and the Ending: which is the very deſcrip- 
tion given of the Eternity of the one God 
of Iſrae/*, and which our Adyerfaries 
themſelves would not ſcruple to interpret 
as We do, provided only they might be per- 
mitted to underſtand the Text of God the 
Father. Beſides this, the Son is alſo He 

* See my Defenſe, p. 113. Serm. VI. p. 233. 

I which 
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which is, and which was, and which is 
to come, the Almighty. Our Adyverſaries 
allow that theſe words denote indepen- 
dent Eternity * : Only they arc pleaſed, 
without any rounds for it, to underſtand 
them of Go 7 the Father ; having beforc- 
hand ſettled it as a Rule of Interpretation 
with themſelves, that every Text, of this 
kind, ſhall be underſtood: of God the Fa- 
ther; or elſe that the very ſame Phraſes 
when applied to God the Son, ſhall loſe their 
ſignificancy, and bear a very different mcan- 
ing from what they do when applied to 
on the Father. 


The Son's being Fehovah is a farther 
proof of his Eternity, That Name exprel- 
ſing . (as Criticks allow) Neceſſary-exi- 


ence. Our Adverſaries would never ſcru- 
ple This Conſtruction of the Name elo- 


vah f, could They but find a way to con- 


* Clarke's Script. Dodtr. p. 264. Ed. 2d. 
+ See Clarke's Script. Doctr. (p. 88. 2d Ed.) Where He in- 


zerprets i , and 5: ©», the Selt-exiſtent Being, or Perſon, and, 


to confound his Readers, tuts Self-cxiſtent inſtead of Neceſſari- 
 Iy-exiſting. Comp. Refly p. 164. and Script. Doctr. 264. Se 
ah Modeſt Plea, p. 163. Where the Author admits that the 
Ward Jehovah alludes to Self-exiſtence (He ſhould have ſaid Ne- 
ceſſary-exiſtence) and zells us that it ſignifies Him, whole that 
os is, mearmg the Father any; adding a weak Reaſon ot 

the ſame Name, when applied to God the Son, ſhall wt 


A ſame thing, viz, Neceſſary-exiſtence. 
finc 
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fine the Name, as They do the Thing, 
to the Father only. But having an Hypo- 
theſis to ſerve, and reſolving that Words 
ſhall not ſignify what They really do, any 
farther than is conſiſtent with their precon- 
ceived Opinions, They are forced either to 
deny that the Name Jehovah ſignifies Ne- 
ceſſary-exiſtence at all, or at leaſt to deny 
that it ſo ſignifies when applied to God the 
Son. Such is their Partiality in this mo- 
mentous Cauſe, in which the Honour of 
their God and Saviour is ſo nearly and 
deeply concern d. But I proceed. The E- 
ternity of God the Son is farther proved 
from his creative Powers, which I have 
before explain'd and vindicated at large : 
And more directly from Thoſe Paſſages of 
Holy Scripture which declare Him to have 
exiſted before all Creatures x. For if He ex- 
iſted before any thing was made, He muſt 


of Conſequence be unmade, and therefore 


eternal. 


There is a Famous Paſſage of the Pro- 
| phet Micah, relating to this Head, which is 
too conſiderable to be omitted. But Thou 
Bethlehem Ephratah, though Thou be 
litile among the Thouſands of Fudah, yet 
out of Thee ſhall He come forth unto me 


Joh. 1. 3, 10, Coloſſ. 1. 16. 1 Cor. 8. 6. 


that 


=”. 1 
> _ 
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that is to be Ruler . in Iſrael, whoſe goings 
forth have been from of old, from everlaſting, 
ic. 5.2. Here is a plain deſcription of Two 
Js s je farth: One when Chriſt ſhould be 
ethlchem ; the other long before 

fom of Fold and from everlaſting. This paſ- 
ſage is a full and clear proof of Chriſts pre- 
exiſtence, before his Birth of the Virgin, a 
a probable proof, at leaſt, of an eternal * pre- 


exiſtence, Here are two Expreſſions from of 
old, and from everlaſting ; the rendring of 
two Hebrew Phraſes, cither of which ſingly 
docs ſometimes denote Eternity in the ſtrict 
Senſe ff, and therefore Both together may be 
thought to do ſo much rather: Eſpecially if 
it be conſider d that here is no limitation of 
Time intimated in the context ; nor is there 
any deducible from the nature or reaſon 
of the Thing it Self. However, I pretend 
to call this Conſtruction of the Paſſage no 

* TO Note upon this Text is worth Vbſerving: 4 By — 
N Viv on T5 Bro h &y * N eie 1 adios o em r ggg 
chad s. 1 Keg ens 47 PATE T& 1 A4 runde AH ==, 4 N 
& 2910) . liarxt r . Cyrill. Catch. 1 1. p. 1456 


Abr 3 S el vs #Zodos, zl v ede, 1 7 welas 1705 


wein ren * cn Gt eg. Moshi, * 7 cui de, awry 
* * ae xis, 2 Turgey 47106 1 5 ExTtpgt, 3 ne agb, 1 


Te: *. ure dei r CAwrev aTNTITEY. Athanaſii, Euſebii, & 
Cyrilli Fragm. in P/alm. apud Athan. Tom. 1. p. 1256. Ed. 
Bened. Vid. in in Lor. Epiphan. Ancor. p. 3 2. Euſeb. B 


Dem. Ev. 1. 7. 
7 For the fe. * Pfalm 55, 19. Habakk. 1. 12. For the 18. 


fend, Plalm 90. 2—93. 2. | 
more 
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more than probable; ſince there is not 
ground ſufficient for calling it certain and 
indiſputable. Only this I may add, by way of 
remark, that whoſocyer ſhould undertake to 
prove the Eternity of God the Father, from 
any expreſs words, either of the Old or New 
Teſtament, would find his proof of it liable to 
the ſame difficulty, and uncertainty, from the 
Ambiguity of the Hebrew,” or Greek Phraſes 
uſed to denote Eternity. 


Another Argument (of like kind with the 
former) to prove the Eternity of God the 
Son, may be drawn from Jo/omor's Deſcription 
of Wiſdom Prov. 8. 22, 30. The Fews of 
old *, and the Chriſtian Church from the Be- 
ginning, underſtood That paſſage of a Perſon, 
the Subſtantial Wiſdom of God f, (either the 
Worp, or the Holy Spirit, but generally the 
Former.) And this was no matter of diſpute 
between the Catholicks and Arians formerly; 
neither is it, as I conceive, at this day. The 
only diſputeas, whether we are right in our 
interpreting the Phraſes, from the beginning, 
from everlaſting &c. (Prov. 8. 23.) of a ſtrict 
Eternity. It muſt be own'd that our Argu- 

See 

EIT PETE. nets 


20. p. 253. Clem. Alex. p. 832. Tertull. contr. Herm. c. 
18. contr. Prax. c. 6. Origen. Comm. in Joh. p. 11. 17. 


33. 36. Athenagoras. p. 40. —— 9 
R ment, 


— 
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ment, ſo far as it is built merely upon the 
Critical meaning of the Phraſes, and their 
uſage in Scripture, amounts only to a ſtrong 
Probability, as in the Text of Micah before 
ſpoken of. But it may receive ſome Addi- 
tional ſtrength from ſeveral other conſiders 
tions, which it may be proper to mention: 
WWiſtom is here ſaid to have been with the 
Lord, in the Beginning of his way, before 
his works of — 105 22.) Ae is, — 
Works of Creation; before there were any 
Creatures; conſequently from all Eternity. 
Wiſdom is farther ſaid to have been by him, 
as one brought up with him : (v. 30.) which 
ſceins to be a very caſy and natural deſcrip- 
tion of Two that had been always together 
co eternal with each other; which is farther 
confirm'd from the following words, and I 
was daily his delight, rejoycing always 
before Him (v. zo.) intimating, as Origen 
has well obſerved *, that the Father can no 
more be ſuppoſed to have been ever without 
the Worp, or As, (here ſignified under 
the name of WISO, ) than he can be ſup 
poſed to have ever wanted Foy and Happi 
neſs. But what moſt of all confirms us in 


* Og mug isi, Sd axivd ener Als 2 dc lee nuav n, 001 
0 nis, Maeoeo can Oc TS PP 2 au TA AGE 4 
yrs, ce p,ν,ρ⅜ e rigen. BTW d g de algo, 
roybyes”), Origen. apud Athanaſ. Decret. S. Nic. p. 2 33, 

tin 
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this Sentiment, is, the Sons being here re- 
preſented (as we are now to ſuppoſe) under the 
name and figure of ¶iſdom; intimating that 
he is as near to, and inſeparable from, God the 
Father, as his ownWiſdom is; and conſequent- 
ly co-eternal. This alſo is taken notice of by O- 
rigen; who from thence draws an Argument 
for the Eternity of the Logos, or Word *. 


What has becn here ſaid reminds me of 
ſome other Arguments, near akin to that 
now mecntion'd, of the Eternity of God 
the Son, drawn from the ſeveral names a- 
ſcribed to him in Holy Scripture; Such as 
Ay, Away, Os, A Seta, Zan, that is, 
Word, Power of God, Light, Truth, Life, 
and the like. The Anticnts were of opinion 
that the Eternity of God the Son, was in- 
ſinuated in thoſe names f: That the Father 
could no more be without the Son, than 


without Thought, or Power, or Light, or 


Truth, or Life; the Son being decipher'd 
and figur'd under thoſe Names, or Characters, 


* Origen, Comm. in Joh. p. 43, 44. Comp. Pamph. A- 
polog. p. 230. Ed. Bened. int. op. Hieron. Vol. 5. 
| 7 'EZ #2 x PÞ 9 Os, vg; ald los wv, ti xt aw 3% cy taord + 
A, 41d a ines 2. Athen. Leg. c. 10. p. 39. 
Solus au: em, quia nihil aliud extrinſecus præter Illum. 
Czterum, ne tunc quidem ſolus; habebat enim ſecum, quam 
habebat in ſemetipſo; Rutionem ſuam ſcilicet. Rationalis enim 


Deus, & Ratio in Ipſo prius; & ita ab Ipſo omnia. Tertull. 


contr. Prax, c. 4. p. 503. - | 
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on purpoſe to expreſs his near Relation to 


the Father, and his inſeparable cb. eternity. 
This Argument of the Ptimitive Catholick 


Fathers I am the more willing to take notice 
of, becauſe it has been ftrangely; tho perhaps 


KeJarocirw W 6 9 ro 2 Alves, ”” woe ore &x 97 5 15, 
271 tak 9, H, wore wr nv, * - &x nv, E Lan &% 5%. 
Orig. apud Athanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 233. 

Ar vag eib e TH 6 Toy] E eiu. 1 Adnbere' 
** r we nav £56 dd egimoder, 46 ole 4 5 750 Anbei. 
via w rd x09vay v Xeass imipareics &x h. Origen, 
contr. Cel. I. 8. p. 386. | 

AuTd; J Moves wv Wonug nv, re Þ A, Yre deres, Are 
adus. A absad1o; v. Hippolyt. contr. Noet. c. 10. p. 
13. Fabric. 

Ae 5 ", & Ye e cy To LOL £54 % & AGY063 2 roęia, 
E Auyarus 6 0 xis —— rab re 95 qauuaſiess & STM TY Oe TUy ge 
ven. & Tolvuv vi os © yos, „ ore A iy rar ty #0% #94" 
gde, irt ve: ran tv Oels. eroxrwraloy d. ve. Dionyſ. 


Rom. apud Athan. Tom. 1. p. 232. 

Ae T X eavoy civar, A2'y ov oy]a, * roi, 2 0 une. * 10 on 
rr ef Ov © Org 6 iraudorotioa]e — d ν⁶N½ 5 ws 
Sg aisle, avs e awe; idle gn. 3% 6 85 a wvig TW 
=] 96, adi c 405 EF, Ow; oe Owreg wn === Sd tg Art © 


„e GAY 06, Are vg 6 Abe. Dionyſ. Alex. apud Athanaf. 
Tom. 1. p. 273. Kc. 


Ti 5 Xx G&y0Tiov To Arey, Tore 4 ive 7 vegas TS Orts 
7 Airaras i 5 5 15 Tegrtxeugey. 3 7 9vrawsn 18 Od 
un vg wort. ; 7 Ns a & ige vort, 4 Ta 
HXNG 5 wv © 75 racist * 9 0 rang Xeegxineate). To 75 
ETMY ara 7 dotns uy cia, AeYev, Cuvaymed 3%, T0 TeuT- 


ume Oc, & E651 d wy TG, Alexand. Alex, Epiſt. apud 
Theodorit. I. 1. c. 4. p. 13. i 


Iles 3. & Ae % cela s 7& Org 0 16, 57 wers 5e &% 
„; lee teh are Ayer dACYer  dropey wore F Obe. 


Id. apud Soer. I. 1. c. 6. p. 11. 
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undeſignedly, miſrepreſented by ſome late 
Writers x. We are told that to argue (as 
the Antients did) that the Father conſi- 
2 - — the Son would be — 
eaſon without Wiſdom, 3s ſuppoſe 

the Son to be nothing - an prin * 
the Father. But this is groſſly miſtaking 
the Senſe of thoſe primitive Writers, who 
were no leſs Men than Athenagoras, Ter- 
tullian, Origen, Hippolytus, Dionyſius of 
Rome, with the other Dionyſius of Alex- 
andria, and Alexander Biſhop of Alex- 
andria; Men that had not quite loſt their 
Senſes, when they wrote theſe things ; moſt 
of them notoriouſly known to have been 
ſtrenuous Oppoſers of the Noetian or Sa- 
bellan principle, which ſuppoſes the Son to 
be nothing more than an Attribute of the 
Father. The truth is, theſe primitive 
Writers did ſuppoſe, ſince the Son had the 
ſame names given Him, in Scripture, that 
God's Attributes have, (being called the 
Wiſdom, the Reaſon, and the Power &c. 
of God) that there was ſome meaning 
and ſignificancy in thoſe Names; and They 
took it to be This, that the Son was near 
and dear unto the Father as his own Attr:- 
butes ; inſeparable from Him, and co-eter- 
* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 255. 257. 2d. Ed. Reply. p. 177. 
Modeſt Plea, c. p. 308, 309. Re | 
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nal with Him. Some Moderns may in- 
deed aſſign other reaſons for the Son's hay- 
ing thoſe Names: They may tell us that 
He is called the T iſdom of God and the 
Power of God, becauſe God's Wiſdom and 
Power are manifeſted by Him *. But then 
let them own that this is but Conjecture at 
moſt, novel Conjecture; and that the Rea- 
fon aſſign'd by the Primitive Fathers may 
be true, for any thing that appears to the 
contrary ; nay is much more likely to be 
true, conſidering how near many of thoſe 
Writers lived to the Apoſtolick time, and 
how unanimous they were in thoſe Senti- 
ments, and how ſuitable thoſe Sentiments 
are to the other high Things ſaid, in Scrip- 
ture, of the Son of God: Beſides that theſe 
Names and Characters are not common to 
other things; not given to Prophets, or 
Apoſtles, nor to the very Angels, (tho God's 
Wiſdom &c. is manifeſted by them) but are, 
in a manner, peculiar to the Son of God. We 
find the Catholicks, afterwards, following 
the Example of their Predeceſſors, frequent- 
ly inſiſting upon the ſame way of reaſon- 
ing, in proof of the Son's Eternity f: which 


* See Clarke's Reply p. 173. 
+ Ov i ire dae u, 804 nv Te Hern, 805 d, ore BY 
Anne, & acoDoc, 5 e&dwna10;, 4 Gus cds, 5 AT 6971105» 5 


dye νννν e Greg, Nazianz. Orat, 3 5. p. 574. _ 
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I the rather obſerve, becauſe it is evident 
that thoſe later Writers, eſpecially, were 
very far from ſuppoſing the Son to be no- 
thing but an Attribute: And indeed it is but 
Miſrepreſentation, without ſo much as any 
probable ground, to charge it upon the An- 
te-nicene Writers; tho' they may ſometimes 
have expreſsd themſelves more briefly, or 
obſcurely on that Head. 


Ideo Sapientia Dei a Jatur, ut nunquam Pater fine Sapientia. 
hoc eſt, ſine Filio 10e Tilt $i Pſeud-Ambroſ. de Fide 
Orthod. c. 2. p. 349. Vid. Alexand. Ep. Encycl. apud Athanaf, 
Tom. I. p. 339. Athan, Tom. I. p. 22 1. 416. 419. 423» 424- 
428. 470. goo. 619. Phæbad. contr. Arian. p. 303. B. P. Tom 
Iv. Greg. Nyſſ. contr. Eunom. J. 7. p. 63 3, 634. Cyril. Alex. 
de Trinit. p. 6. op. Tom. VI. Pariſ. Theiaur.l. 1. p. 23.31. 

N. B. Their way of reaſcuing from other Names and Characters 
of God the Son, clearly ſhows their meaning in the Argument drawn 
from the abſurdity of ſuppoſmg the Father to be »- 99/05. 4 Co; 
&c. A few Examples more will ſuffice to leave with the Judicious. 

are 75 CL Tis H= rel 18 ara en ACE 1 2 645 & 4 * 
ye > Aber, 0 PPT, crbuusgdpe; Gaye! 2 dre ps wo]: 7 Oed; 121 
GY To a 5 Sod yuala, 2 rot 5 reg ei x eOnxey 2 bc rexos. 
iv Cc. Athanaſ. p. goo. Comp. p. 22 1. 416. 428. &&, Oed 25 
ee dαe%e; Sg d apeyyns 4»; Comp. 618. and 683. 

Noli ergo credere quod fuerit momentum aliquod, quo fu- 
erit {ine Sapientia Deus, aut ſine Splendore Lux. Amòbroſ. Je Fid. l. 
I.C. 13. p. 460. 

O erg 4 ETiY047 04 = A9Ww, re U2r997 49 gag nearer, 
re EAKATY 4er, Ar. & reo ©cor, * xe g n⁰ꝓ , AKN 
4 4 , c d v rte. Greg: N yſſ. contr. Eu” 
nom. Orat. 7. P. 634 Comp. p. 633. 

llore &y d v xoei⸗ Ts idis aravyaruae)e ; Nere &x 
55 wy 9 2754 To Gs awry ; Cyril. Alex. Theſaur. lib. 1. P- * 
Comp. p. 23. 27, 28. 
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There is Another Argument of the Son's E. 
ternity inſiſted on by ſome, even of the Ante. 
nicene Catholicks*, drawn from the conſide- 
ration of the Son's being the expreſs Image of 
the Father's Perſon, (according to Hebr. 1. 3.) 
and conſequently reſembling Him in every 
Perfection, and particularly in his Eternit), 
the prime perfection of all. But I proceed. 


There is one paſſage more in the new 
Teſtament, which has been uſually brought 
in proof of Chri/?'s Eternity. The Author of 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews (Ch. 7.) introduces 
Melchiſedeck as a Type of Chriſt. Of him he 
ſays, that he had no beginning of Days, nor end 
of Life: that is, no beginning nor ending of 
his Pricſt-hood is any where recorded. This 


is a typical repreſentation of Chriſt; where- | 


fore it ſeems that Chri/# muſt really have 
what the Type was no more than a faint re- 
ſemblance of, vg. an cternal-exiſtence with- 
out Beginning, and without End. That he 
ſhall never have end of Life, is unconteſt- 


ed. If therefore to have no end of Life | 


imports a future Eternity in the largeſt 
Senſe, it ſeems moſt natural to underſtand 
that to have zo beginning of Days muſt 


* Origen. 2pud Athanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 2:3. A'exand. Alex. 


apud Theod. I. 1. c. 4. p. 17. 
im- 
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import Eternity backwards, in the largeſt 


Senſe alſo x. Thus far I have proceeded in the 
Scripture-proofs f of Chriſt's Eternity, con- 
ſider d as diſtin from the Attribute of In. 
mut ability; tho in ſound reaſoning one im- 
plies the other, and to prove Either, is at the 
ſame time proving Both: This being pre- 
mis d I paſs on, 


2. To the more particular proof of his 
Immut ability. I ſhall not repeat the Ar- 
guments from his being Fehovah; Alpha 
and Omega; he which was, and which is, 
and which is to come, or the like, equally 
proving both Eternity, and Independent 
Eternity, that is, Immutability; becauſe 
the force of thoſe has been already conſi- 
derd. But there are two or three Texts, 


* Qui m gerens Domini, & fine Patre, & fine Matre, 
& 9 enarratione, & fine initio, & fine fine de- 
{cribitur; ut oſtenderet Sempiternum Filium Dei in hunc 
mundum efle venturum, qui & ſane Patre ſecundum incarna- 
tionem natus eſt, & {ae Matre ſecundum divinam generatio- 
nem, & ſme enarratione generationis ; quia ſcriptum eſt: Gene- 
rationem autem ejus quis enarrabit ? Ambroſ. de Fid. lib, 3. c. 
11. p. 513. 

1 the Senſe of the moſt early Fathers, in relation to 
Chriſt's Eternity, I have occaſionally ſhown it in part. For the 
reſt, I refer the ingenuous and impartial Reader to Biſhop Bull's 
Con and Obſervations on that Head, m his Fid. 

ic. Which are ufficient to ſati mgenuous En- 
quirer, that the Eternity 7. the — — . Doctrime 
F the Chriſtian Church from the Beguming, and that the Contrary 
vas always accounted Hereſy. 4 4 
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before omitted, which I have reſerved for 
this place, and ſhall now conſider diſtinctly. 


The Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 
oppoſing the Immutability of Chriſt to the 
fading and periſhing Nature of the Heavens 
and the Earth, ſets it forth thus, in very ex- 
preſſive Terms. Thou, Lord, in the Begin. 
ning haſt laid the Foundation of the Earth ; 
and the Heavens are the Works of thine 
Hands. They ſhall periſh, but Thou RE- 
MAINEST : and they all ſhall wax old as doth 
a Garment ; and as a Veſture ſhalt thou fold 
them up, and they ſhall be CHanced: but 
THOU ART THE SAME, and thy Tears ſhall 
not fail, Heb. 1. 10, 11, 12. This is the ve- 
ry deſcription which the Holy Pſalmiſt gives 
us of the Immutability, or unchangeable Na- 
ture of the only true Eternal God. And 
ſince it is here, without any reſtriction or li- 
mitation, applied, by the inſpired Writer, to 
our Saviour Chriſt; we cannot reaſonably 
underſtand it to mean any thing leſs Here, 
than it does There. There cannot be any 
words deviſed more expreſs or emphatical 
than theſe are: They ſhall periſh; but Thou 
remaineſt : They ſhall be changed; but 
Thou art the ſame*. The force of theſe 


* Origen quotes the Words, ov 5 © ares d, ſeveral Times, 4 | 


4 proof of the m dre x dvaRoiw]ey the unconvertible, and 
| expreſ 
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expreſſions was well underſtood by the 
great Athanaſms, and triumphantly urged 
againſt the Arians*, There is another 
paſſage out of the Epiſtle to the He- 
brews of like import, declaring in ſtro 

Terms the Immutability of Chriſt. Feſus 
Chriſt the ſame yeſterday, to day, and 


for ever, Heb. 13. 8. Here is the Phraſe 


5 wiros, the ſame, again applied to the Per- 
ſon of Chriſt, as before in Chapter the firſt : 
And, befides, here's all Time paſt, preſent, 
and to come, taken in, to make the deſcrip- 
tion ſtill more full and compleat. It may 
be beſt explain'd from a parallel Text in the 
Revelation, by the Character of, which 
is, and which was, and which is to come: 
Words which confeſſedly and undeniably 
denote eternal, unchangeable exiſtence. What 
is There expreſs'd by, zs, was, and ig to 
come, is Here ſignified by yeſterday, to day, 
and for ever. Thus was the Text genc- 
rally underſtood by Catholicks of the 4th 
and 5th Centuriesf, and frequently cited a- 
28 Nature of God. Origen. Contr, Celſ. p. 17. 169, 
318. 

Athanaſ. p. 440, 462, 685. Ed. Bened. Vid. etiam Cy- 
fil. Alexandr. Contr. Jul. 8. p. 266. | ? 

t Alexand. Alex. apud Athanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 399. Athana- 
ſus Tom. 1. p. 440, 453, 685. Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. 38. 
p. 613. Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 5. c. 1. p. 555. de Incarn. c. 6. 
p. 716, Cyril. Hieroſol. Catech. 12. p. 156. Cyril. Alex, 
& Rect. Fid. p. 47. de Incarn. Dial. p. 710. 


gainſt 
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gainſt the Arians. How the Arians re. 
plied to it then, we know not; unleſs we 
may make a Judgment of it from what 
is ſaid now. It is now pretended that the 
meaning of the Text is only this; that /e 
Doctrine of Chriſt, once taught by the 
Apoſtles, ought to be preſerved unchang- 
ed*, But, under Favour, this is rather the 
practical Inference built upon the Propo- 
ſition of the Text, than the Propoſition, it 
ſelf: For let us take in the whole Context, 
which is as follows. Remember then 
which have the Rule over you, who have 
| ſpokey unto you the word of Gad; whoſe 
aith follow, conſidering the end of their 
Converſation. Jeſus Chriſt (is) Fs ſame 
Jeſterday, to day, and for ever. Be 2 
carried about with divers and ſtrans 
Dottrines; for it is a good thing ther 
the Heart be eſtabliſo d &c. Now, whether 
the words have reference to thoſe going be- 
fore, viz. conſidering the end of their Con. 
verſation; or to the words immediately 
following: viz. Be not carried about with 
divers and ſtrange Noctrines; Either way, 
the Senſe is good, and the Apoſtle's Argu- 
ment pertinent. For upon the former ſup- 
poſition, the Senſe will run thus: “Imi 


* Clarke's Scritt. Dor. p. 117. Reply, p. 169. Mode! 
Plea, &c. p. 30g. + 
ce tate 


up- 


mi- 


el. 


ate 
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« tate your Paſtors, conſidering how great 
« and how Divine a Perſon you thereby ad- 
« here to; one who is no created or mu- 
« fable Being, capable of failing in his own 
« Perſon, or of diſappointing you in your 
« juſt expectations, but one that is e- 
« ternally and wunchangeably the ſame *; 
« whom therefore you may infallibly de- 
« pend on, in the final reſult of Things,” 


In this view, the Apoſtle's Senſe is both 


juſt and pertinent, and is not much unlike 
to what is elſewhere ſaid of God, that he 
isthe Lord and changes not, Mal. 3. 6. and 
that with Him there is no wvariableneſs, 
neither ſhadow of turning, Jam. 1. 17. But 
if we underſtand this Text with regard to 
the words immediately following: (Be not 
carried about with divers and ſtrange 
Doctrines) (till the Senſe is juſt and to 
the purpoſe. © Do not ye change, for ſe- 
« ſus Chriſt never changes, being immura- 
* bly and eſſentially the ſame: Endeavour to 
copy after Him as far as your imperfect 
* Natures will permit :” Thus the Precept 
and the Example hang together, much after 
the ſame manner as in a Text of St. Mat- 
thew: Be ye therefore perfect, even as 
ur Father which is in Heaven is per- 


* See True Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity continued, 7 
ect. 


— — — * 
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fe. Where an Argument is drawn from 
the natural and neceſſary Perfections of 


God, to induce us to ſome faint reſemblance 
and imitation of Them. Upon the whole, 
it appears that our Intcrpretation of this Text 
in the Hebrews, is literal; which makes 
it preferable to any figurative conſtructi- 
on, unleſs there were a neceſlity for it: It 
is alſo very agrecable to the ſcope and de- 
ſign of — Author in that place, and to 
what he had before taught us, Ch. 1. 12. 
of the ſame Epiltle : It is farther countenanc'd 
by the Cathalick Fathers, at leaſt, as high 
as the 4% Century; and not contradid- 
ed by thoſe before them: In fine, it is op- 
poled only, or however chiefly, by Thoſe 
who, having an H [ypotheſas to ſerve, like 
not the Doctrine it contains; which Do- 
ctrine nevertheleſs is ſet. forth by other 
Scriptures, and confirm'd by all Antiquity *. 
And now let any Man af common Inge- 
nuity be left to Judge which of the two 


of Chrift is implicitely and conſequen- 
„ 


— — 2 — o Aadee H 
| e or 10 wie, f Zi 45 
expreſs eft:moraes s iImmutability, Occur mot jo © 


Naur. Vid. Inch. 2 * Tertuliz: 
Contr, Prax. c. 27. Origen. Contr. Cell. p. 169, 170. 
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Interpretations offer d, be the true one. 
Having conſider d the Scripture-proofs of 
Chriſts Eternit, and Immutability, I 
proceed next to Another of his Divine At- 


3. Ommiſcience is Another diuine Attri- 
bute, aſcribed, in Scripture, to our Saviour 
Chriſt. Now we are ſure that T hou know- 
eft all things; ſaid his Diſciples unto Him. 
(Joh. 16. 30.) And again, Lord, Thou 
knoweſt all Things (Foh. 21. 7.) ſaid. St. 
Peter, directing his diſcourſe to Chriſt. 
The Words, in both places, are general, 
without any limitation or reſerve intimated 
in Text, or Context: neither does the E- 
vangeliſt, who recorded theſe ſayings, any 
where inſert any Caution to prevent our 
underſtanding them in the higheſt and moſt 
unlimited Senſe. Thus far the Preſumption 
lies in favour of our Conſtruction: And I 
ſhall endcayour farther to ſhow from other 
Scriptures, that thoſe Expreſſions ought to 
be underſtood in their utmoſt latitude, and 
ſhall withal examine and confute the Arias 
or Hocinian pretences to the contrary. 


That God the Son knoweth all Things, 
in the ſtricteſt Senſe, may be juſtly inferr'd 
from his being The Searcher of the * 
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and His Knowledge of the Deep 2 
God. To be vac re to the 
Heart, is the peculiar and diſtinguiſhing 
Character of the One true God, as appears 


fram _ 17. 10. I the Lord ſearch 


the Heart, I try the Reims. And from 
1 Kings 8. 39. Thou, even Thou only know- 
eſt the Hearts of all the Children of Men. 
And from Acts 15. 8. God which knoweth 
the Hearts. Yet this very Perfection our 
Bleſſed Lord claims to Himſelf. I am He, 
faith He, that ſearcheth the Reins and the 
Heart, Rev. 2. 23. And St. Fohn teſtifies 
of Him, that He knew all Men, Joh. 2. 24. 
knew what was in Man, Joh. 2. 25. And 
the Diſciples, in their prayer to Him (as 
ſeems moſt probable) ſay, Thou, Lord, which 

knoweſt the Hearts of all Men, Ads 1. 
24. This is farther confirm'd from Heb. 4. 
12, 13. The WorD of God is quick and 
powerful, and ſharper than any two-edged 
Sword, piercing even to the dividing 4. 
under of Soul and Spirit, and of the 
omts and marrow, and is a Diſcerner 
of the Thoughts and Intents of the Heart : 
neither is there any Creature that is not 
manifeſt in his ſight: but all Things are 
naked, and opened unto the eyes of Him 
with <hom we have to do. That this Paſ- 


ſage is to be underſtood of the e, or 
I Word, 


c Fine oc: 
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Mord, that is of Chriſt, I think, need not 
be doubted: The Characters are _ plainly 
Perſonal; and the Name of Word is appro- 
priated to Chriſt by St. Zohn; (Foh. 1. 1. 
Rev. 19. 13.) and the Sword, or two-egded 
Sword, is a Figure often mention'd in 
the Revelations, where Chriſt is ſpoken 
of: Rev. 1. 16.— 2. 12, 16.— 19. I5. 
This paſſage was underſtood of Chriſt, 
both before and after the Council of Nice, 
by Catholick Writers &: And the Appli- 
cation of it to Chriſt is not (that I know 
of) ſcrupled by our Modern Arians, any 
more than it appears to haye been doubt- 
ed of by their Predeceſſors. Here then 
it is ſaid of Chriſt, that All Things are 
naked before Him; that every Creature 
is feſt in his Sight; and that He is 
a Diſcerner of the Thoughts and In- 
tents of the Heart: Strong and lively Ex- 
preſſions of his Divine Onmiſcience; I 
know not whether any fuller, or more ſigni- 
ficant can be produced out of the Holy 
Scripture, in proof of the Omniſcience even 
of God the Father. To This may be add- 
ed Another celebrated Text, ( Coloff. 2. 
3.) In whom are hid all the Treaſures of 

* Origen in ch. p. 34. Atbanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 503. 535 
derm. Maj. p. 6. Ambroſ. de Fid. l. 4. c. 7. p. $34. Ed- 


bened, Euſeb. in Pſalm: p. 189. Cyrill. Alex. Theſaur. p- 
19. See ale Carke 's Script, Dottr, p. 116. Ed. 2d. 
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Wiſaom and Knowledge. The Author of 
Scripture Doctrine pretends, that it is am- 
biguous whether this tefers to the Father, 
or to Chriſt. But, if it certainly refers to 
Either, there can be no reafonable doubt but 
it refers to Chriſt, immediately before men- 
tion d. The words run thus: The acknow- 
ledgment of the Myſtery of God and the 
Father, and of Chriſt, (es 6) in whom are hid 
all the Treaſures of Wiſdom and Know- 
ledge. There may be ſome Queſtion whe- 
ther the words ( ») may not refer to ju5:pje, 
Myſtery, before ſpoken of; and ſo may not 
be properly render'd, in which, inſtead of 
in whom. But if they be rightly render d in 
whom, it is plain they muſt refer to the 
neareſt Antecedent, Chriſt: And in this, In- 
terpreters are agreed. Origen, Hilary, and 
the antient Author of the Commentaries 
under the name of St. Ambroſe, refer the 
words to Chriſt, * The Two latter, as alſo 
Cyril of Alexandria, draw an Argument 
from them of the abſolute Ouniſcience of 
Chriſt. Clemens of Alexandria twice cites 
the Text: But whether he underſtood the 
words in diſpute to relate to Myſtery go- 
ing before, or to the Perſon of Chriſt, is 


f *Origen. Comm. in Matt. p. 209. Hilar, p. 1025, 1026. 
Pſeud-Ambroſ. in loc: Clem. Alex. p. 683. 694. Vid. & 
Cyrill. Alex. adyv. Anthropomorph. p. 382. 

1 Uncct- 
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uncertain. It is obſervable, that Four of 
the Authors, now mention'd, read the words 
ſomewhar differemly from the preſent Co. 
piss *. As to the Senſe of the Words, and 
their reference to Chriſt, we ſhall find but 
little reaſon to doubt, if we conſider the 
general ſcope and drift of the Apoſtle, in 


this Epiſtle; which was to ſet forth the 


Excellency and Dignity of Chrif#. This ap- 
pears particularly from verſes 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19th, of the firſt Chapter; and from the 
oth verſe of this very Chapter, where we 
are told, that n Him dwelleth all the Ful. 
neſs of the Godhead bodily. Well might 
the Apoſtle ſay, that All the Treaſures of 
Wiſdom and Knowledge were in him m 
whom all the Fulneſs of the Godhead was 
alſo. I know, our Adverfaries, whether Soci- 
nians or Arians, will endeavour to clude the 
Force of this Text, as well as of the other. 
But, as the Apoftle uſhered it in with a very 
ſolemn Caution, to beware leſt any Man 
oil us through Philoſophy, and vain De- 


ceit, after the Tradition of Men, after 


the Rudiments of the World, and not af: 
ter Chriſ#: So let all true Chriſtians be- 
ware, leſt they be impoſed upon by weak 


* Myſtay of God in Chriſt; So Clemens, and Pſeud-Ambroſ- 
10 m Chriſt; Origen. Myſtery of God even Chriſt, Dei 
Caridti; Hilar, | 


R 23 | Pre- 
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Pretences, built upon falſe Philoſophy, and 
vain deceit ; not upon ſound and true Rea- 
ſoning. The Author of Scripture Doc. 
trine refers us * to John 14. 10. The Fa. 
ther that dwelleth in me, he doth the 
Works. If he means that the Father's Na- 
ture and Godhead ſo dwells and reſides in 
Chriſt, as to make a full and intire Commu- 
nion of Subſtance, and of all PerfeQi- 
ons, inſomuch that the Son ſhall therefore 
be Totus ex Toto, Perfectus ex Perfetto, 
very God of very God; then indeed this 
Conſtruction would not be amiſs, being the 
ſame which Hilary, and ſome other Catho- 
licks give of it. But, if he underſtands the 
Father's in-dwelling in any lower Senſe, it 
would have come better from a Jocinian, 
who would interpret the Fulneſs of the Cod. 
head, of the Father dwelling in the Man 
Chriſt Feſus. It cannot caſily be imagined 
that the Apoſtle, who, in. the firſt Chapter 
of this Epiſtle, had ſaid ſo many high and 
great Things of the Inherent and Perſonal 
Dignity of the Son of God, as exiſting 
before all Things, Creating, Preſerving, 
and Syſtamming the whole Univerſe, ſhould 
now fall ſo low as to tell us, that he meant 
it not of any inherent perſonal Dignity 
of the Son, but of the Father only: Or 


Clarke Script. Doctr. p. 114. 2d. Ed. t 
| | 
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if the Apoſtle had ſo intended it, why 
ſhould not he have ſaid plainly that the Father 
dwelt in Him, a plain eaſy Thing, inſtead 
of ſurprizing us with ſo ſolemn and pomp- 
ous an Expreſſion, (and that too after the 
Ceremony of a Preface to introduce it) as 
that in Him dwelt all the Fulneſs of the 
Godhead bodily ? 


The Author of Scripture Doctrine, not 
confiding in his firſt Explication, invents 
another, inconſiſtent with it; tho' he lets 
Both ſtand together, in the ſame Page. 
Fulneſs of Godhead, He interprets Ful- 
neſs of Divine Power, Dominion, and Au- 
thority : For ſo the Word, Dorn, Divinity, 
He ſays, ſignifies; and elſewhere *, always 


ſignifies. He is much miſtaken in his 


Remark upon the Senſe of Sur, as might 
be ſhown by a hundred Inſtances out of the 
beſt Eccleſiaſtica! Writers; ſome of which 
I have referrd to in another place f, and 
upon another occaſion. However, if S:715 
always ſignifies Power, Dominion and 
Authority; then it never ſignifies the Be- 
ing, or Perſon whoſe that Power, Domi- 
non, or Authority is; and therefore the 
Text of St. Fohn (14. 10.) which ſpeaks 
* Reply, p. 283. 
+ Defenſe of ſome Queries, p. 85. 394. | 
Sy of 
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of the Fathers (not the Father's Power, 
Dominion &c.) dwelling in Chriſt, is very 
inconſiſtently put together with this other 
Conſtruction. But enough of this. As to 
the Senſe of the Text (Col. 2. 9.) we 
need not have recourſe to any remote and 
far. fetch d Explications, when the natural 
and obvious Conſtruction of it is ſo near 
at hand. Whoever conſiders that the Logos 
or Mord, was Gad, and was made Fleſh, 
or was God manifeſt in the Fleſh *, (as 
St. Paul expreſſes it) will cafily believe 
that That was the great Myſtery which St. 
Pau! had in his Thoughts, when he told 
us that the Fwulneſs of the Godhead dwelt 
in Chriſt bodily. He had the more reaſon 
to ufher this in with a prefatory Caution a. 
gainſt Philoſophy, and Vain deceit, becauſe 
the Myſtery of God mcarnate was what 
the Diſputers of the World were moſt of 
all offended at, and what gone of the He. 
reticks of the Earlieſt times would come 
into f. The Docetæ, a very early Sect, denied 
1 Tim. 3. 16. A to Oues, in this Text, and the agreement 
2 pd yo eggs TRL —_ th 
Fathers read ( 3%) or (5) miſlead of Ote, till the beginning of 
the 6th Century, which He pretends ro collect from the Tenour of 
their Comments, is without — graunds. See Greg. Nyſſen. Orat. 
10. Contr. Eun. p. 693. Here Ortes ts read, and the Tenour 


of the Comment requires that Reading. 
+ See my Defenſe of, ſume Queries. p. 325. 
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the Humanity of Chriſt, that they might 
ſtill retain the Belief of his Divinity; 
while Cerinthus, and the Ebionites denied 
his Divinity, that they might ſtill acknow- 
ledge his Humanity: neither one nor other 
admitting the Divinity and Humanity toge- 
ther; becauſe ſuch an Union and Mixture, 
of Cod and Man, appeared utterly repug- 
nant to their Philoſopby. Both thoſe He- = 
relies, probably, had their Riſe in the Apoſ- 44 
tle's Times, and before St. Paul wrote this vn 
Epiſtle. And now we may underſtand what 
St. Paul meant by Fulneſs of Godhead : 
The Divine Nature, the Aye, full and 
perfect God, aſſumed a Body, took Fleſh 
upon him, or became Incarnate. The Mord 
was made Fleſo, and dwelt among us (in 
our Nature) and of his Fulneſs have we all 
received. Joh. 1. 14—16. 


The Conſtruction which I have here given 
of this remarkable Paſſage, is not mine, but 
That of the primitive Catholick Writers *, as 


* Awre: © ox © mazbirg own, ,u24rav may 72 TAYLOUGE 
+ Feorn]og owualixd;, 71 Gu, argirlus ave), x Tebeomo 
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well before as after the Council of Nice. 
Now, to return to the point which we were 
before upon: Since it appears how high 
and great things the Apoſtle has ſaid of 
Chriſt, in the two firſt Chapters of this E- 
piſtle; we have the more reaſon to belicve 
that he meant to aſcribe abſolute Ommiſcs- 
ence to him, when he ſaid, that in Him are 
hid all the Treaſures of Wiſdom and 
Knowledge. 


A farther Proof of his Ommiſcience may 
be drawn from his being indiſputably equal 
in Knowledge to the Holy Spirit of God; 
That Spirit which ſearcheth all things, even 
the deep things of God; and who is as well 
acquainted with the Mind of God, as a Man 
is with his own Heart and Mind. I men- 
tion not other Arguments of the Son's Om 
niſcience, deducible from his Creative Pow- 


Note, that the Citat on which Dr, Clarke (Script. Doftr, t. 
114.) Frings out of Athanaſius, 4s if it had been his Interpreta- 
tion of this Text, has 1.0 reference at all to it; as any one may fee 
by looking into Athanaſius, Efiſt, ad Philadelphk, Tem, 1. f. 
916, | 

Tantus eſt Filius quantus videbitur Pater: Totus de Toto, 
integer de integro, perte&us de perfecto, conſummataque 
virtute; ſicut Apoſtolus dicit ad Coloſſenſes, in quo omnis pieni- 
tudo Diviuitatis Corporaliter habitat. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. 48. 
ex Verſion. Ruff. p. 733. 

id. Hilar. p. 979. 983. 988. 1362. Epiphan. Ancorat. 
p. 9. Contr, Hari, p. 889. Expolit, Fid. Juſtin, Mart. 
aſcripft. 

Crs, 
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ers, and his being Preſeryer. and Suſtainer of 


the Univerſe, and from the Names of Vi 


dom, and Truth*, given to him in Holy 
Scripture 3 and from his intimate Union 
with, and Knowledge of, God the Father : 
Theſe and the like Conſiderations may ſerve 
ſtill more and more to confirm us in the Be- 
lief of it; and to render it leſs queſtiona- 
ble with ſerious and conſidering Men. I 
ſhall only add, that the Ante nicene Catho- 
licks were no ſtrangers to this Doctrine 
which I here maintain; but aſſerted it, many 
of them®, as fully as I have done: None, 
ſo far as appears, ever preſuming to oppoſe 
or contradict it. But there are ſome Obje- 
tions againſt the Evidence I have produced, 
which come next to be conſider d. I ſhall 
confine my ſelf to ſuch Pretences as have 
been lately revived, and artfully ſct off, by 
the Author of Scripture Doctrine. | 


1. As to our Lord's being Searcher of 
the Hearts, He thinks © it may be account- 
cd for from a Paſſage of Clemens of Alex- 
andriad; which he would gladly fo inter- 
pret as to make Clemens ſay, that Chriſt 


* Vid. Origen in Jab. p. 28. Didym. de Sp. S. p. 515. 

d See this made 2 in my Defenſe, Cc. p. 109, Cc. 

© Script. Dodtr. p. 45. 118. 294. 

* Tos Kiga Ing Ty wevloxog]og x53 fegualt ien 
7 xa:9ias Luan. Strom. 4, p. 611. 


is, 
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is, by the Mill of the Almeghty, Inſpector 
of our Hearts. Bur I have, in another 
place , took notice how widely he has 
miſtaken the Senſe of his Author. 


2. A ſecond Pretence , to invalidate our 
Proofs of the Son's Omniſcience, is from 
Jou S. 28. where our Lord fays, I & 
xorhing of my Self, but 2s my Father hath 
reaght me, I ſpeak theſe Things. The full 
meaning of which is no more than this, that 
God the Son is intimately united with the 
Father, never ſepara: e from Him; and there 
fore neither acts. nor ſpeaks, bur in Concert 
with Him. Our Bleſſed Saviour, 
of his Father and Himſelf, is pleaſed to 
rake up with ſuch Expreſſions 2s arc of 
common ute with us: But they arc to be ſo- 
berly interpreted, ſuitabiy to the dieniry of 
the Subiet This I obſerve, left the Word 


Det of fone Dacre, p. 122. 22 or 32 E2. 
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had ſaid, The Jon can do nothmg of 

{elf (John 5. 19.) He immediately added, 
For aba things ſoever He (the Facher) 
doth, theſe 4% doth the Son Lkewiſe. 
Let it then be acknowledged that the Sou 
cas know nothing of Hue, nn 
only that we add this Conſideration to 

that what things ſoever the — 
cth, theſe al knowcth the Sow lilewiſe; 


And rhen it will appear that thoſc Expreſſi- 
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ons, which the Objectors lay hold on, are 
ſo far from denoting any imperfection in 
the Son's Knowledge, that, on the contra- 
ry, they ſet forth the great and unmeaſur- 
able perfection of it; as being inſeparably 
linked with, and indeed one and the ſame, 
in extent, and degree, with the Father's. 


3. A third Objection, * againſt what we 
aſſert, is taken from Revelations, 1. 1. The 
Revelation of eſis Chriſt which God 
gave unto Him. But This has no difficulty 
with any who conſider that all the Tranſ- 
ations of God the Father with Mankind, 
arc in, and by, Chriſt eſis. Every Re- 
velation of Goa is through Chriſt his Son, 
the Reyealcr and Interpreter of the other- 
wiſe unknown Father, and his Will, to 
Men. This Order and Occonomy, ob- 
ſervable in the Perſons of the Sacred Trint- 
ty, is what we ought humbly to adore and 
reverence, rather than pry too curiouſly in- 
to; leſt pretending to be wiſe above what 
is written, we fall from our own ſtedfaſt- 
neſs, and loſe our ſelves in inextricable 
Mazes. 
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4. The laſt, and moſt material Objection 
againſt us, is from Mark 13. 32. But of 
4 Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 45. 172. 


That 
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That Day, and That Hour knoweth no 
Man, no not the Angels which are in 
Heaven, neither the Son, but the Father. 
Or Father only; as it is in Mat. 24. 36. 
which the Author of Scripture-DotFrine, 
particularly taketh Notice of:. He does not, 
in Terms, declare whether this Text be, in 
his Opinion, a Proof of God the Son's be- 
ing \ rather of any Thing ; but is content to 
ſay b, or inſinuate, as from [reneus (tho He 


miſtranſlates his Author) that the Father is 


Superior in Knowledge, and that He only 
has perfect Knowledge: Very ſuſpicious 
and doubtful Expreſſions, and left without 
Guard or Caution. But to come to the 
Point. I am to ſhow that Theſe Texts of 
St. Mark, and St. Matthew, prove no- 
thing at all againſt the ＋ erfect — 5 
or {tri Ommiſcience of the Divine 

ture of Chriſt. 17 is not ſaid, the Son of Ged 
knew not the Day of Judgment, but the 
Hon, that is, the Son of Man; as appcars 
from the Context, in Both the Evangeliſts: 
(Mat. 24. 37, 39. Mark 13. 26, 34.) 
And it is well obſervd by Athbanaſius e, 
that, after our Lord had mention'd the An- 
gels as not knowing that Day, He did nor 


cee Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 45. 132, 
> Clarke's Script, Doctr. p. 133, 134. 
© Athanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 593. 
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add, neither the Holy-Ghoſt ; that it might 
ſtill be conſidered, {Aug if the Holy-Ghoſt 
knew the Day, well might alſo God the 


Son know itz and that therefore what is 
here ſaid of the Son, relates to the So of 


Man only. It is objected by Crellius, and 
Others, that it could not with Truth and 
Sincerity be ſaid of Chri/# that He was 2gno- 
rant of the Day, if He knew it in any 
Capacity : as it cannot be denied that Man 
is immortal, ſo long as He is immortal in 
my Reſpect or Capacity. But to This 
I anſwer, that as it may be truly ſaid of 
the Body of Man that it is not immortal, 
tho the So be: So it may be truly faid, 
that the Son of Man was not knowing; 
tho the Son of God knew every thing, 
Now, ſince Chri/# may ſpeak of Himſelf, 
either as Son of God, or as Son of Man; 
it is not inconſiſtent with Truth and Sin- 
ccrity for Him to deny that He knew what 
He really did know in one Capacity, while 
He was 7zgnorant of it in another. Our 
Lord ſays, in one place. Now I am no 
more in the World, (Job. 17. 11.) and in 
another place, Ie have the Poor always 
with you, but me ye have not always. 
(Mat. 26. 11.) denying that He was, or 
ſhould be, any longer preſent with his 


Diſciples; which can only be — 


892 
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of his Human Naturc and Bodily Preſence : 
For in another reſpect He elſewhere ſays; 
Lo J am with you always (Matt. 28. 
20.) and if any Man: love me———my Fa. 
ther will love Him, and We will come 
anto Him and make our abode with Him. 
Joh. 14. 23. From hence we ſee, that our 
Bleſſed Lord might, without any Breach of 
Sincerity, deny that of Himſelf conſidered 
in one Capacity, which He could not have 
denied in another. He denies the Know- 
ledge of the Day of Judgment, but in re- 
ſpect of his Human Nature; in which 
reſpe&t alſo, He is ſaid to have zncreaſed 
in Wiſdom (Luk. 2. 52.) the Divine Logos 
having, with the Human Nature, aſſumed the 
Ignorance, and other Infirmitzes proper to 
it x. If it be objected that the Son is here 
placed after the Angels, and that the Gra- 
dation requires that we ſhould underſtand 
the Text of a Nature ſiperior to Angels; 
it is caſily anſwer'd, that the Son of Mans 
Union with the Logos, and the particular 
Concern the Jon of Man has in the laſt 
Judgment, are ſufficient to account for the 
ſuppoſed Climax, or Gradation *. 


* See Mr. Boylſc's very judicious Account of this Text, in an- 
ſrer to the pretences of Mr. Emlyn, who never thought fit to maks 
ary reply to that part. 

+ See Dr. Bennet on the Trinity, . 154, G. 


Upon 
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Upon the whole then, it appears that 
our Lord might very ſincerely and juſtly 
ſay, that He knew not the Day or Hour of 
the Final Judgment ; underſtanding it of 
Himſelf conſidered in his Human Capaci- 
ty; tho' at the ſame time, in another Re- 
ſpect, He could not be ignorant of any 
Thing*. If it be pretended farther, that 
the Son of God, as ſuch, and every o- 
ther Perſon whatever, is excluded, becauſe 
of the Words Father only; I anſwer, 
that the excluſrve Term, only, is not 
to be ſo ſtrictly interpreted as to exclude 
what eſſentially belongs to the Father, 
and may be reckon'd to Him, as included 
in Him, His Wo Rp, or SPIRIT. It is 
ſaid, (Rev. 19. 12) of God the Son, that 
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* A learned Gentleman has lately attempted a diff.rent Solution 
of the d:fficulty arijmg from theſe Texts ; for which 1 heartily than 
Him. I do not diſlike the propoſmg 1 ways of coming to 
the ſame Point: Only I wiſh the Author had been content with re- 
commending One, without condemning Another. He may pleaſe 
to conſider, that we are upon the Defenſive only, with regard to 
Theſe two Texts; that we prove the Son's Omniſcience from other 
Texts; and that a Reſpondent, as ſuch, can never beg the UW - 
ſtion. Not to mention that the diſtinction of the two Natures, Di- 
vine and Human, is demonſirably plain from other Scriptures ; that 
therefore Our Solution is very natural and obvious; that it muſt be 
admuted with regard to Luk. 2. 52. (and why not in the other 
Place?) and that F our Saviour s Dark and M 15 cal we y of ſpeak- 
ing be ſufficient to juſtify even ſo hard a Suppo/tion, as That ſeems 
to be which this Gentleman goes upon; it will 6+ more than ſuf- 
ficient to take off all Seruple with ref pect to ſo eaſy, and ſo une cep- 
tiozavle a Solution as ours is. 
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He had a Name written, which no one 
(4s). knew but he Himſelf. Now, if it 
be reaſonable and juſt to infer from thence, 
that the Father was Ignorant of That Name; 
then let it alſo be reaſonable to infer from 
the other place, of St. Matthew, that the 
Son was Jenorant of the Day of Judgment: 
Or, if ſuch Inference be manifeſtly falſe and 


unjuſtifyable, in one caſe ; there muſt be ſome- 


thing more than the bare Force of the ex- 
cluſie ve Term to make it true or an 
the other. 


From * hath been ſaid, it is mani- 
feſt, that Holy Scripture has, by neceſlary 
Conſequence, and alſo in expreſs Terms, 
aſcribed Omniſcience to the Son of God: 
And that the Pretences againſt it are of no 
weight; being founded only on miſinterpre- 
tation of Texts, and miſapplication of what 
relates to Chriſt in one Capacity, to him con- 
ſider d in another. 


3. I proceed, fourthly, to another drvinie 
Attribute aſcribed to CHriſt, in Holy Scrip- 
ture: vis. Omnipreſence. The Texts 
which prove it are theſe that follow: J/here 
two or three are gather d together in my 
name, There am 1 in the midſt of them: 
Matt. 18, 20. Lo, 1 ant with you always; 

T Even 
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even unto the end of the World* : Matt. 
28. 20. By him all things conſiſt : Col. 
t. 17. Theſe Texts demonſtrate that our 
Bleſſed Lord is preſent on Earth, at the ſame 
time that he is alſo preſent in Heaven; that 
his prefence reaches to all the Ends of the 
Earth, to all Men living quite round the 
Globe; to the whole Syſtem of Creatures; 
for by him all things conſiſt: As much 
as to ſay, In him they live, and move, 
and have their Being ; which is their moſt 
lively and emphatical deſcription of the 
Omnipreſence of God. Chriſt's Ommipre- 
ſence is likewiſe intimated from the Wor- 
ſhip order'd to be paid him by Men, by An- 
gels b, by the whole Creation. The ſame 
thing may certainly be inferr'd from his be- 
ing Creator of the Univerſe. Hence it is 
that the Antients do, with one voice, declare 
for the Ommipreſence of God the Son d. 
Some of them indeed have been thought 
to have given into contrary Sentiments, 
in their Diſputes with the Noctians, ot 


* Vid. Origen. Contr, Celſ. p. 239. in Joh. p. 122, 128, 419. 

> Heb. 1. 6. © Rev. 5. 8. 

Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo adeſt ubique in- 
vocatus, cum Hæc Heminis Natura non fit, fed Dei, ut adeſſe 
omni loco poſſit? Novat. c. 14. 
© Juſt, Mart, Apol. 2. c. 11. p. 27. Ed. Ox. Irenæus p. 190. 
231. 315. Ed. Bened. Clem. Alex. 7 11. 83 1. 840. Ed. Ox. 
Tertull ady. Prax, c. 23. Origen, Contr, Celſ- p. 239. 164. 


Hippolyt. Fragm. p. 45. Vol. 2. Fabric. 


Jews. 
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Fews, But, upon careful inquiry, this ap- 
pears to be only a gtoundleſs ſurmiſe; as 
is largely and ſolidly proved by the n 
and Learned Bp. Bull x. 


It may perhaps be objected, that the Son's 
being preſent to all Men, or even to all 
Creatures, does not prove his Omnipreſence, 
in the largeſt and fulleft Senſe. To which 
it is ſufficient to reply, that, tho' there is 
not any Scripture-proof of an abſolute Om 
nipreſence of the Son, extending beyond 
the limits of the World into 1 Know not 
what imaginary extramundame Spaces, yet 
there is full proof of his Omnipreſence 
through the whole Creation; which is, to 
all intents and purpoſes, the very ſame thing 
to us with Divine Onmipreſence; and is 
as high as Scripture has any whete carried 
the Ommipreſence, even of God the Fu. 
ther. Thus far 1 have proceeded in the 
proof of the Divine Attributes aſcribed in 
The T.. 
tles T have recounted and vindicated in a for- 


mer Diſcourſe. Nothing now remains 175 


III. To Sum up the Force of che enen 
Argument, and to obviate ſuch general Ob- 
jections as are brought to weaken. our Cot 
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cluſion. I have left my ſelf but little room 
for this: Indeed, much is not -needful, 
If the Premiſes ſtand, the Concluſion makes 
it ſelf, Every ſingle Attribute that hath 
been mention d, every ſingle Title, almoſt, 
juſtifies the Inference, that Chri/? is no Crea- 
ture, but truly and ſtrictly God All to- 
gether make ſo full, ſo — ſo irrefragable a 
Demonſtration of it, that one might juſtly 
wonder how Any, who retain the leaſt Re- 
gard or Reverence towards the Sacred W rit, 
can make any ſerious doubt of it. It can- 
Not be ſhown that any one of thoſe Names, 
Titles, Attributes, and Eſſential Proper- 
ties of God, was ever given, in this man- 
ner, and with thoſe circumſtances, to any 
Creature. If one or two of them, (as the 
Name, God, for Inſtance, ) might be equiuo- 
cal, yet the reſt are not ſo; and the manner 
and circumſtances where with they are aſcri- 
bed to (Chriſt, ſufficiently. determine the 
Senſe of them. If Titles alone are not of 
weight ſufficient, Attributes come in to 
ſtrengthen and confirm them: And if any 

Scruples remain ſtill, Creation and Adoration 
underſtood of, and attributed to Chriſt, render 
the Proof ſtill more irrefragable. The Strength 
and Number of the Evidences concurring to 
eſtabliſh Chriſt's Divinity, when fewer and 


* conſiderable might have been ſufficient, 
is 


bs, 
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is very wonderful; as if Divine: Wiſdom 
had purpoſely ſo order d it, foreſeeing what 
Oppoſition would be made to it. Were it 
poſſible, by any Quirk or Subtlety, to elude 
every ſmgle Evidence, yet the joint - Force 
of all together would be very conſiderable; 
becauſe it is hardly to be imagined that, in 
an affair of this moment, God would ever 
have ſuffered ſo many plauſible Appearan- 
ces, and ſpecious Preſumptions, of a thing 
that is not, to ſtand in Scripture, for the 
Deception even of ' Wiſe, and Good, and 
Conſcientious Men. The Jewifh Church 
were trained up to a Senſe of the True God, 
by thoſe very Characters which are appli- 
ed to Chriſt. Upon thoſe they formed their 
Idea of the Divine Being; and would 
have thought it Blaſpbemy to have aſcri- 
bed the ſame, tho by way of Figure only 
(in ſo ſerzous a Concern) to any Crea- 
ture. And not They only, but all Man- 
kind muſt allow, tliat none more expreſſive 
and ſignificant Characters of God can be 
deviſcd, than ſeyeral of thoſe are which are 
applied to Chriſt. If we are miſtaken in 
this Matter, it is a Miſtake which the 
Chriſtian World, by plain Force of Scrip- 
ture, has, in a manner, inevitably been 
led into. He muſt be a very weak Man 
who can imagine, that the Doctrine of the 
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Trinity could ever have come in, or could 
have ſubſiſted half a Century, were it not 
for the plain and irrcſiſtible Reaſons for it, 
appearing in Holy ' Scripture. How the 
matter now ſtands all the Chriſtian World 
over (except a few Reclaimants) is very well 
known. If we run up 14 hundred years 
higher, (or thereabout) we find the Body 
of the Biſhops and Clergy, ſummon'd from 
all Parts to debate this very Queſtion, de- 
termining at length as we have done, and 


as much deceived, (if we are deceived) 


as we are at this Day. If we look 60 
Years higher, and may judge of the Prin- 
Ciples of the Church at that Time, from 
thoſe of the two Celebrated Biſhops of A. 
lexanaria and Rome, with their Clergy; 
we ſtill find them lying under the ſame fatal 


Deception that prevails now. Go up a 


hundred years higher, to the middle of the 
ſecond Century; ſtill, all the way as we paſs, 
we meet with plain Marks and Characters of 
the ſame Deluſion, if it be any, overſpread- 
ing the Church of Chriſt; at a Time when 
Miracles were not ceaſed, nor Revelati- 
ons uncommon. In ſhort, when we have 
carried our Searches up to the very Apoſto- 
lick Age, we ſtill obſerve manifeſt footſteps 
of the ſame Error (if it be one) pre- 
vailing :- nor can we find ſo much as one 
Man, 
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Man, of any conſiderable Repute among Chriſ- 

tians, whom we can certainly prove to have 
been free from it. Surely God had ſoon for- 
ſaken his Heritage, and given up his Church 
to ſtrong Deluſims (That Church againſt 
which —— Gates of Hell ſhall never prevail) 
if we have been miſtaken in cbt Aung 
It appears however from hence, how power- 
ful = ad forcible the 8 of 
Chriſt's Divinity have ever been, upon the 
Minds of Men: not the Illiterate, Unthink- 
ing, or Injudicious; but the Wiſeſt, the moſt 
Conſiderate, the brighteſt Ornaments, and 
the moſt eminent Lights of the Chriſtian 
Church. But our Aa verſaries are Men that 
can look up againſt all theſe Evidences, and 
can harden their Minds in Oppoſition to them. 
Let us ſee what they have to plead, in order 
to fence off Conviction, and to keep their 
wretched Cauſe in any tolerable —— 4 
at this Day. | 


1. To our Argument, ſo far as reſpelis 
the Divine Tithe. given to God the Son, 
in Holy Scripture, it is Objected *, that the 
Higheſt Titles of all, ſuch as SG, the 
moſt High, or Supreme; z werloxegrap, the 
Almighty, . or Supreme over all ; as Qs x, 
warje wavrw, the one God and Father of all 


e Modeſt Plea, 2. 


T 4 de 
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fis Ow & & rd mavra, ont GO of + whom are 
all things, are never applied to the Son, in 
Scripture. To which I -anſwer, Firſt, that 
if God the Son has not every Divine Title 
which is applied, in Scripture, to God the Fa- 
ther, yet e has more than enough to prove 
that he is 10 Creature; but that he is truly, 
ſtrictly, and eſſentially God: So that if any 
other high Titles be aſcribed to the Father, 
(not as Father but as God) Thoſe alſo, tho 
not ſpecially applied to the Son, in Scrip- 
ture, are virtually contain d, and neceſſari- 
ly included in thoſe other that are expreſly 
given Him. I anſwer, Secondly,” that the 
Title of way/lexegrve, Almighty, is expreſly 
applied to God the Son, in Scripture, as hath 
been ſhown *: And the Senſe of 5 (moſt 
High or Supreme over all,) is plainly 
aſcribed to Him Rom. 9. 5. And, very 
probably, the Title it ſelf in other Scrip- 
tures, is applied to Him f, were it worth 
the while to inſiſt upon a fruitleſs Nicety, 
after ſo many and great Proofs of what 
we maintain. As to the Titles of on 
God and Father of all, and one God the 
Father Ye whom « are "all Things, we ſhould 


* Serm.6.p 
+ Palm By. 00 Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 10 Athanaſ 
985. Ambr "de Fid, I. 3, g. 2. p. 498. Pſalm 82,18, Vid. 
p. 889. Ambroſ. p. 498. Luk. 1. 78. Vid. Ambroſ: 
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think it very ſtrange indeed, to find Them 
applied to God tid Hon; \ becauſe, taken all 
together, They are Perſona! Titles, peculiarly 
belonging to God the Father. It muſt appear 
very much for the Advantage of our Cauſe, 
that Scripture has ſo indiffercntly applied e- 
very divine Title almoſt; to Father and Son, 
as barely to leave no more than were pro- 
per or neceſſary to keep up the Diſtinction 
of Perſons: And it muſt appear as a ſtand- 
ing Monument againſt our Adverſaries, to 
their Shame and Confuſion, that after we 
have given them every Proof that can be 
requiſite to ſhow that the Son is ſtrictly 
Cod, yet none ſhall be thought ſufficient, 
unleſs it be a Proof of what we pretend 
not, of God the Sons being the very ſame 
Perſon with God the Father. This indeed 
is the ſecret meaning of all the Oppoſiti- 
on made againſt us: Here lies the Myſtery 
of their Hereſy, in this one falſe Principle; 
thar the Son cannot be the Supreme God, 
that is, not truly, ſtrictly, and eſſentially 
God, unleſs he be the very Perſon of the 
Father. Upon this Bottom reſt both S. 
bellianiſm and Arianiſm: And this is 
what the Advocates of Both have, betwixt 
them, been labouring to prove, now for 
fifteen hundred years, and have met with 
nothing but Diſappointment. To 9 
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this Article; we readily allow that the Ti- 
tlc of one God and Father of all, is no 
where applied, either in Scripture or An. 
tiquity, to God the Son; becauſe the Sor 
is not the Father: But the Title of the 
one God, we prove to bel to Him, as 
often as we prove that he *. — and God, 
Jehovah, over all God bleſſed, and the 
like; For Scripture acknowledges no more 
Gods than one. The Title of one God the 
Father of whom are all things, may 
alſo be pecaliar to the Father *, becauſe 


of the perſonal diſtinguiſhing Characters, 


FP B. The Author of Modeſt Plea, Cc. continued,  o 
ute that he is forced to repeat 
earch "dp, fm (te natbag 6 ths pre) pee: 

—— or an Anſwer every thing. The 
5-4 not the one of whom are all gs C Ze, 
and over. And what then? He is not we ol Things filed the 
one God, and particularized by this Character, of whom are all 
Things; That is, the Son is nor the Father. Who. pretends that 
He is? But He is the Lord and God by whom are all things. 
he Father ſingly is not the firſt Cauſe of all Creatures, but Na- 
ther and Son (including always the Holy-Ghoſt) together; as 
pears from that very Paſſage. See my ſecond Sermon, þ 5 
&c. The Author's mixing and Perſonal aud 


Characters together, with too Artificial 4 off, ſs, may 

with ſame Readers; but is eaſily ſeen thro mn of Soo. Ther 
Ss 2 ab, CR, be G „. 
per and ſtrict Senſe, + He is @ Son; whereas the contra 


the Truth; He is God becauſe He is God's proper Son, the 
ſame Nature with Him. This Author will never prove that un- 
| begotten, - a relative Character, is the — * n of the we'd 
God; burt Divine Perfections, whareven they really ſubſiſt,' or m 


oa manner they ſudſiſt, undegatten, begotten, or pro- 
ceeding. 
Father, 


. A 


2 
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Father, and of whom, denoting ſome parti- 
cular manner of Suchſiſting, or Operating. 


But if the Son be God, by wwhom are all 


things, He is E/entially, tho not Per- 
ſonally the ſame God with the Father, 
unleſs there be more Gods' than one. 


But 


2. Another Objection to our general Ar- 
gument drawn from the Titles and Attri- 
butes, is, that they are aſcribed to the Fa- 
ther in a higher and more eminent manner 
than to the Son *. This Objection is ſo 
looſely and careleſly worded, that it is not 
eaſy to fix any certain Senſe to it. Would 


but the Obijectors ſay, in plain Terms, that 


the Titles of God, or Jebouab, or Al. 
mighty, when applied to the Son, do 
not ſignify truly and ſtrictly Divine, 
Neceſſarily-exifting, Supreme over all, 
as when applied to the Father, we might 
readily know how to deal with them : 
Or would they but ſay, that the Attributes 
of Eternity, Omniſcience, Onmipreſence, 
&c. when aſcribed to the Son, ſignify no 
more than a limited Duration, Knowledge, 
Preſence, &c. we ſhould thank them for 
ſpeaking plain, and for giving us an oppor- 
tunity of confuting what they have to plead 
* Modeſt Plea, p. 148. 
for 
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for ſuch raſh and Haſphemous A ſſertions. 
But ſince they are pleas d only to expreſs 
themſelves indefinitely, and uncertainly, we 
can give them no certain anſwer, more 
than this: that ſuppoſing thoſe Titles or 
Attributes to be aſcribed in a more empha- 
tical and eminent manner to the Father, 
as firſf Perſon, yet they are aſcribed alſo 
to the Sor in their utmoſt Latitude and Ex. 
tent, and in the very ſame Senſe (Onmi- 
ſcience or Eternity ſignifying neither more 
nor leſs than Ommiſcience or Eternity, whe- 
ther applied to One or to the Other) and 
therefore the Objection from the more emi- 
nen manner, according as it is underſtood, 
is either without Truth, or without Meigbi. 
The Sum of all is only this, that the Fa- 
ther is Father, and the Jon is Son; one 
Firſt in order, the other Second. What 
ever Conſequences neceſſarily follow this 
Conceſſion, we are very ready to admit: 
And it would ſave us a great deal of Trou- 
ble if the Obectors would but try the 
ſtrength of their Philoſophy, and put the 
Cauſe upon this fingle Queſtion ; Y/hether 
it e . Mille for God to have had 4 
BY ſame Nature, Co-equal and Co- 
; oy with Him? We ſhall be very ready 
to join iſſue with them upon this very 
Point; and it ſeems to be both a fair and 
a ſhort 
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a ſhort way of ending the Controyerſy. 
But if they till delight in Obſcurity and 
Darkneſs, declining à fair open Examinati- 
on of their Tenets, Running from the point 
in Queſtion, Skreening themſelves under 
general and ambiguous Terms, Inſinuating 
what they will not ſay, and ſaying what 
they cannot prove: If this be the Method 
they perſiſt in, it will be eaſily ſeen that 
they ſeek not Truth, but lie in wait to 
deceive; and are afraid of coming to the 
Light, leſt their Errors ſhould be made 
manifeſt, 


Now to God the Father, Son and Ho. 
ly Ghoſt, be all Glory for ever. Amen. 


CHRIS T's 
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__Cuxntsr's Divinity 
_ PROVED FROM THE 
FORM of BAPTISM. 
The Eighth SERMON preached 
April 6. 1720. 


Marra. XVIII. 19. 


Go ye therefore and teach all Nations, 
Baptizing them in the Name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy-Ghoft. 


* 


HE Text contains the ſolemn Form 

of Baptiſm preſcribed by our Bleſſed 
Lord Himſelf, as a perpetual ſtanding Law 
to his Church. As ſoon as he had run 
through the great Work of Redemption, 
having compleated his Conqueſts over Death 
and Hell, by his riſing from the Dead, He 
acquaints his Diſciples with the Commenc- 


ing of his Mediatorial Kingdom. All Pow- 
I er 
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er was given Him both in Heaven and 
Earth. Then was fulfilled the Prophe- 
cy of the Royal Pſalmift, who, ſpeaking 
in the Perſon of God the Father, fays; 
Thou art my Son, this Day have I Begot- 
ten Thee. 4 of me, and I will give 
Thee the Heathen for thy Inheritance, and 
the utt parts of 2 Earth for thy 
Poſſeſſion, Pla. 2. 8. Our Lord having re- 
deemed Mankind, and thereby acquired a 
new and ſpecial Claim to their 

and Service; enterd, as it were, and 
took Poſſeſſion of his purchaſed Inheritance. 
The uſe He intended, was, to bring 42 Na- 
tions, now made his own by right of Re- 


demption, to the Knowledge and Worſhip 


of the true God. The Honour of doing 
this, was what no Prophet or Ambaſſador, 
before Him, was admitted to. It was reſer- 
ved to the Fulneſs of Time, for the more 
illuſtrious Manifeſtation, and more pompous 
Reception of the Son of God. And now, 
ſince Chriſt Himſelf had undertaken to draw 

all Men unto Him, the firſt and principal 
Thing which all the Nations of the World 
were to haye Notice of, was the Obligation 
they lay under to Three Perſons, of high Cha- 
rater and Diſtinction and related to each 
Other, called by the Names of Father, Son, 
and Holy Gboſt. In this conſiſted the _ 
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of Chriſtianity: On this Foundation were 
the Apoſtles to erect a- Church all the 
World over. Here, if any where, a right un- 
derſtanding would be highly neceſſary; nor 
could any one err more Dangerouſly or Fun- 
damentally, than in an Article of ſo great 
Importance. The Text informs us of the 
Commiſſion given to the Apoſtles; and we 
need not doubt but that it was cvery where 
faithfully and punctually Executed, both by 
Them and their Succeſſors. We have ſufficient 
Proof of the matter of Fact from Church- 
writers * all along, and as high as Juſtin 
Martyr; who lived in, or near the Apoſto- 


* Ex a > » 4 17 I JA * Atarsr»# Ocg, » 
egg naar Inos xe. s. * r - ayiv, m oy Trl ö 
da Ag 6 lc) Juſt. Apol. I. C. 79. p- 1 16. Ox. Ed. 
Poteſtatem Regenerationis in Deum dans Diſcipulis, dicebat 
eis: Euntes docete omnes Gentes, baptix antes eos in nomine Patris, 
Fiu, &. Spiritus Sancti. Iren. |. 3. c. 17. p. 208. 
Noviſſime mandans ut Tinguerent in Patrem, & Filium, & 
2 Sanctum, non in unum: Nam nec ſemel, ſed ter, ad 
ngula nomina, in Perſonas ſingulas Tinguimur. Tertull. adv. 
Prax. c. 26. vid. etiam de Baptiſm. c. 13. 
Dominus enim poſt Reſurrectionem Diſcipulos ſuos mit- 
tens, quemadmodum baptizare deberent, inſtituit & docuit, 
dicens ; Data eſt mihi omnis poteſias in Colo & in Terra : Ite er- 
go, & docete gentes omnes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris, & Fi- 
lu, & Spiritus Sancti; Inſinuat Trinitatem, cujus Sacramento 
Gentes baptizarentur. Cypr. Ep. 7 3. p. 200. Ed. Ox. 
Quomodo ergo Quidam dicunt foris extra Eccleſiam, imo 
contra Eccleſiam, modo in nomine Jeſu Chriſti, ubicunque & 
quomodocunque Gentilem baptizatum remiſſionem peccato- 
rum Conſequi poſſe; quando Ipſe Chriſtus Gentes baptizart 
jubeat in plena & adunata Trinitate? Cypr. Ep. 7 3. p. 206. 
8 lick 
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lick Age, and wrote within forty Years of it. 
It was Then the conſtant Practice ofthe Church 
to Baptize in this Form, purſuant to our Lord's 
Commiſſion (a certain Argument that this 
Text of St. Matthew appeared in the Co- 
pres Then in uſe, as it is alſo Now found in 
all the Copies, and all the Antient Yerſcons) 
and there is no juſt reaſon to ſuſpect, but that 
Baptiſm had been conſtantly adminiſtred in 
That very Form from, and in, the Times of 
the Apoſtles. 


There is indeed ſome ground of Scruple 
(which the FHereticks * of former Times 
laid hold on) ariſing from the Hiſtory of 
the Act, which no where tells us of the 
Apoſtles Baptizing in the name of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; but mentions 
only their Baptizing in the name of Feſus 
Chriſt b, or in the name of the Lord Jeſus e, 
or in the name of the Lord. St. Cyprian, 
in anſwer to this difficulty, ſeems to admit 
the matter of Fact ſo far, that the Apoſtles 
did Baptize ſome in the name of Chriſt Fe- 
ſus, but Jews only; not Gentiles, whom, 
He thinks, the Commiſſion peculiarly re- 


Vid. Cyprian. Epiſt. ad Jubajan. p. 205, 206. ad Pompei. 


Acts 2. 38. Comp. 3. 27. 
Acts 8. 16. 19. 5. Com. Rom. 6. 3. 


Acts 10. 48.— 22. 16. | . 
U ſpected, 
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ſpected, and whole circumſtances were ſome- 
thing different from thoſe of the Fews *. 
Nevertheleſs, it may be doubted, whether 
this was Oypriams Solution of the Dithcul- 
ty or no; ſome paſſages f of the ſame Epi- 
ſtle ſeeming to carry a contrary Senſe: And 
conſidering how unanimous moſt, if not all 
the other early Writers * of the Church 
have been in denying the Fact, that ever the 
Apoſtles Baptized in any different Form 
from what our Lord preſcribed, one may 
incline to think that Cyprian was of the 
ſame judgment. The moſt probable and moſt 
generally received Account of this matter is, 
that the Apoſtles Baptized all, both Jeu. 
and Gentiles, in the ſame Form; in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy 'Ghoft : And that when they 
are ſaid to have Baptized in the ame of 
Chriſt Feſus, the meaning only is, that 
they Baptized into the Faith and Religion 


of Chrift Jeſus; in that Method, and ac 


cording to that Form which our Lord Him- 


Alia enim fuit Fudeorum ſub Apoſtolis ratio, alia eſt Gen- 
rilium conditio. Cypr. ad Jub. Ep. 73. p. 205. | 
+ Jeſu Chriſti mentionem fecit Petrus, (Act. 2. 38.) non 
quaſi Pater Omitteretur, fed ut Patri quoque Filius adjungere- 
tur. Cyprian. ibid. p. 206. 
* Sore doubt has been made of St. Ambroſe, as to this particular; 


Sp. S. I. r. c. 3. p. 607. Ste alſo Mr. Bingham's Antiquities 
of the Chriſtian Church, B. 11. c. 3. ac 
C 


of which ſee rhe Notes to the Benedictine Edition: Ambroſ. de 
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ſelf had preſcribed x. The Apoſtles admi- 
niſtred-/Chrz#'s, (not Jaume Baptiſm) That 
Bapriſav' which Chriſt had appointed : St. 
Lake expreſſes it briefly by Baptizing an 


the name of Chriſt ; not becauſe it ran in 


his name only, but becauſe it was Inſtituted 
by his Authority. Thus the Practice of 
the Apoltles is reconciled with the 
fron given them. As to the Practice of the 
Chriſtian Church after the Apoſtles, there 
can be no doubt of it, conſidering how 
many and how carly Records we have of it. 
The main Thing now to be. inquired into, 
is, the Meaning, Intent, or Purport of that 
ſolemn Form in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy-Ghoft. 
Baptiſm had been an Antient Cuſtom of the 
Jews, long before our Saviout's 
in the Fleſhf, It was by Baptiſm chat 
They admitted Proſeiytes into their Religi- 
on, entering them thereby into Covenant 
with the true God, in Oppoſition to all the 
Gods of the Nations. This very Practice 


- 


* T5 wh es Xeas Inogy g onuaiet iy To x, ru 
eu Xers led garnich TW)icn, 4G v D = you © 
«/i01 7163 wa, Eulogius apud Phot. Cod. 280. p. 1608. 

In nomine Feſw Chriſti juſſi ſunt baptizari, (Act. 2. 384 & 
tamen — non baptizari niſi in nomine Patris & 
Spiritus Santi, Auguſt. Contr, Maxim. . 24 17. P. 735+ 
Cee Pull, Op. Poſth. p. 850, &c, 

+ See „ his Hifloty — 
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dur Bleſſed Lord took up, adapting it to 
the like purpoſes; only altering the Form 
of it, now made to run in the name of 
the Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt x. Had it 
run ia the name of Chriſt only, one might 
haye imagined that Baptizing unto Chrift, 
had been much of the ſame Import with 
Baptizing unto Moſes, Chriſt being con- 
ſiderd as the Miniſter and Publiſher of 
the Chriſtian Religion, in like manner as 
Moſes was of the Moſaick Inſtitution. 
But ſince the Father Himſelf is one of 
the Perſons ſpecified, into whom the Na- 
tions were to be Baptized, Baptizing in. 
to, muſt here bear a much higher Senſe: 
vit. entering into Covenant with a Perſon 
as God, profeſſing Faith in Him as ſuch, 
liſting ones ſelf into his Service, and vow- 
ing all Obedience and Submiſſion to Him. 
This is the moſt natural and obvious Im- 
port of this Rite of Initiation, this ſolemn 
Form of Baptizing in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy-Ghoſt: i. e. into the Faith, Service 


* The Fews baptized Proſelytes into the Name of the Father, 
that is, into the Profeſſion of God, whom They called by the Name of 
Father It was proper among the Gentiles (to baptize) in the 
—_ — the Father, and of the Son, and of the Hol —— 
t might be hereby inſtructed in the Doctrins of the true 
God. Hear Ni, O Arian nnd Socinian. Lightfoot. Op. Vol. 2. 
P. 275- | 
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and Worſhip of the Holy- Trinity, the one 
true God. That this is really the Caſe, I 
ſhall endeavour to ſhow farther, both from 


the Reaſon and Nature of the Thing it 


Self, and from the Teſtimonies of the 
Antients. 


1. We may Argue the Point from the 
Nature and Reaſon of the Thing it Self, 


which may ſuggeſt to us the following Con- 


ſiderations. 


1. That the Nations were to be Bap- 
tiz d in the name of Three Perſons, in the 


ſame manner, and therefore, yery probably, 


in the ſame Senſe, as in the name of One. 
Whatever Honour, Reverence, or Regard, 
is paid to the Father, in this ſolemn Rite 
of Initiation, the ſame may reaſonably 


bg ſuppoſed to be paid to all Three. Is 
He recognized as the Object of Worſhip ? 


So are the other two Perſons likewiſe. Is 
He God and Lord oyer us? So are They. 
Are we his Subjects, Servants, Soldiers liſt- 
ed under Him? So are we . cqually lifted 
under all. Are we hereby Regenerated and 
made the Temple of God the Father? So 
are we alſo Regenerated unto the other 
two Perſons, and arc likewiſe made the 
Temple of the Son and of the Holy-Ghoſe. 

U 3 | For, 
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294 Chriſt's Divinity proved Serm. VII. 
For, what good Reaſon can be given why 
the ſame outward Act, reſpecting all the 
Three, ſhall not carry with it the fame Im 
rt and Significancy? Or if there be any 
oubt or Queſtion of what it Signifies, 
how can we better Reſolve it than from 
what is clear and plain, ſo far as reſpects 
the Father ; inferring it of the other two 
Perſons, from Analogy, and Parity of cir- 
cumftances? | 


2. To confirm which, we may conſider, 
Secondly, that in the very names of Father 
and Jon, a near Relation, Alliance, and 
Unity between Two of the Perſons men- 
tion'd, is intimated ; and Parity of Reaſon 
will infer the like for the Third, It is not 
faid, in the Name of God, and his two 


faithful Servants z Nor into God, and 


Chriſt, and the Holy-Ghoſt; which might 
have ſuggeſted a Thought that One only of 
the Three was God: But it is in the name 
of the Father and of the Sox: (how cqual 
and how familiar!) without any note of Diſ- 
tinction more than That of a Per/onal Re- 
lation, carrying with it the Idea of ſame- 
weſs of Nature; as every Father and Son, 
among Men, are of the ſame Humane Na- 
ture with cach Other. It might therefore 
rcaſonably be preſumed, from the m— 
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of the very Form of Baptiſm, that the two 
firſt Perſons named were equally *Dzvane : 


And the Inference from thence would reach 
to the Divinity of the Third, to make all 


ſuitable and conſiſtent. Beſides that the E- 
pithet of Holy, and the name of Ghoff, or 
Spirit, to which it is join'd, could not but 
favour and countenance ſuch an Apprehenſion 
of Him. 


3. It may farther be conſidered, that a 
new Religion was to be introduced and 
uſhered in with this ſolemn Form of words. 
The Gentiles were to be taught to turn 
from their Vanities to the [rving God, to 


renounce their Idols and falſe Gods, and 
ſo to be Baptized in the name of the Fa- 


ther, and of the Son, and of the Hohy- 
Ghoſt. What more Natural or Obvious 
Thought could occur to them, on this 
occaſion, than that inſtead of all their 
Deities, whom they had before bowed 
down to, they were now to Scrve, Wor- 
ſhip and Adore Father, Sou and Holy-Ghoſt, 
the only True and Living God? What 
could They imagine from this Pompous and 
Solemn proclaiming of theſe Three Perſons, 
in Oppoſition to all other Gods, but that 
theſe Three had really That Divinity which 
was preſumed only, with reſpe&t to the 
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296 Chriſt's Divinity proved Serm. VIII. 
Gods of the Nations; and had a natural 


| Right to all that Homage and Service which 


Men ought to pay to a Divine Being? I may 
add, that the Form running in the name, not 
names of thoſe Three, might inſinuate that 
the Authority of all the Three was the ſame, 
their Power equal, their Perſons undivided, 
and their Glory one *, 


4. Ge me leave to obſerve farther, that 
nothing can appear more unreaſonable or 
unnatural than to ſuppoſe that G and two 
Creatures are here join d together in this 
ſo ſolemn Rite of Initiation into a new 
Religion, into the Service of the Living 
God, in Oppoſition to all Creature Mor- 
ſbip. Acts 14. 15. Rom. 1. 25. For, as no 

* Ubi mum Nomen audis, unus eſt Deus: Sicut de Semine 
Abrahx dictum eſt, & exponit Paulus Apoſtolus: in ſemine tuo 
benedicentur omnes gentes : non dixit, in ſeminibus, tanquam in mul- 
tis, fed tanquam in uno, C ſemine tuo, quod eſt Ciriſtus. Sicut 
ergo quia ubi non dicit in ſeminibus, dogere te voluit Apoſto- 
lus, quia unus eſt Chriſtus: Sic & hic cum dictum eſt in 
nomine, non in nemizibus, quomodo ibi in ſemine, non in ſemi- 
nibus, probatur mus Deus Pater & Filius, & Spiritus Sanctus. 
Aug u. in Fohan. Tract. 6. 

Vid. Perav. de Trin. |. 2. c. 12. S. 8. c. 14. S. 4, 5. 6. 
iſma wnum codem enim modo, & in Patrem, & in 


Filium, & in Spiritum Sanctum baptizamur, & ter mergimur, 


ut Trinitatis unum appareat Sacramentum. Et non baptizamur 
in zommibus Patris, & Filii, & Spiritus Sancti, ſed in ano nomine 
quod intelligitur Deus. Et miror qua conſequentia in uno Vo- 
cabulo, eodem opere, & eodem Sacramento, Naturæ Diverſita- 
tem, Arius, Macedonins, & Eumomius ſuſpicentur. Hieronym. Cam. 


n Eph. c. 4. p. 362. Ed. Bened. 
Rational 


r Ad OA. 06s. ae 


A 1 — 


Serm. VIII. from the Form of Baptiſm. 297 
Rational Account can be given of the Son 
and Hoty-Ghoſt's being fo indifferently join d 


with the Father, in ſo publick an Act, and 


of ſuch high Importance to the Salvation 
of all Men, unleſs it be that all Men are 


required to have Faith in, and to pay Mor- 


[hip and Service to Them alſo, as well as 
to ke Father: So neither can it be reaſon- 
ably imagined that they are recommended 
to us in any ſuch Capacity, as Perſons to 
be Beheved in, Served, and Adored, if 

They be Creatures only, or if They be 


any thing elſe but the true and Living 


God. 


Thus far I have been Arguing the Point 
from the Nature and Circumſtances of the 
Thing it Self, without taking in what Scrip- 
ture has revealed of the Nature, Character, 
and Offices of the Three Perfons. That 
indeed would be the beſt Comment upon 
the Form of Baptiſm ; but it muſt be waved 
here, my deſign being to raiſe a diſtinct 
Argument for the Divinity of Chriſt, from 
the Form of Baptiſm, conſidered by it felt; 
only taking in ſuch Conſiderations as natu- 
rally ariſe from it, together with the Senſe 
of Antiquity upon it, which I come next 
to Examine. 


. Whe- 
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2. Whatever Uncertainty there may be in 
our Reaſonings on this Head (tho the leaſt 
that can in Juſtice be faid of them, is, 
that They arc extremely Probable) if they 
appcar to be countenanc'd by the concur- 


ring Sentiments of Antiquity, they muſt 


then be own'd to be of much greater Force, 


and will the more readily be ſubmitted to, 


by all Wiſe and Conſidering Men. The 
Author of Jcripture Doctrine * is very 
right in referring us to the Sentiments of the 
Primitive Church, for the true meaning 
of this Text of St. Matthew, containing 
the Form of Baptiſm : tho' he happens, 
as is uſual with Him, to give a very lame 
and crude Account of Antiquzty ; interpret- 
ing the Form of Baptiſm by the Apoſtles 
Creed (as he pretends) and the Creed it 
Self, as he pleaſes. As to the Apoſttis 
(that is, the Roman) Creed, and whether 
it be a profeſsd Paraphraſe upon the 
Text of St. Matthew, I ſhall ſay more in 
the Sequel: In the Interim, it will be pro- 
per to inquire into the Sentiments of the 


* His Words are: How this Text was univerſally under- 
ſtood in the primitive Church cannot be doubted, there being 
ſtil] extant a profeſs'd Paraphraſe upon it, even the Apoſtles 
Greed; which, from the earlieſt Times of Chriſtianity, was, 
with little Variation, in the ſeveral Churches, the Baptiſimal 
Creed, or Prof. n of Faith, which all Chriſtians were taught, 
on purpoſe that They might underſtand what it was They were 


baptized into. Clarke's Reply, p. 204. 
| carlieſt 
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earlieſt Writers, in reſpect of the true and fult 
Import of the Form of Baptiſm. | 


Tuſtin Martyr is the oldeſt Writer we have; 


that Mentions the Commiſſion to Baptize in 


the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy-Ghoſt. How He, and the Chri- 
ſtians of his Time underftood it, may be caſi- 
ly gathered from his Writings. In his firſt A. 

„ He takes upon Him to anſwer the 
Charge of Atheiſm, brought againſt the Chri- 
ſtians by their Heathen Perſecutors : And 
There he has theſe remarkable Words. We 
« axe called Atheiſts. And indeed we confeſs 
that in reſpect of ſuch reputed Gods, we are 
« Atheiſts; but not in reſpect of the moſt 
ce true God untainted with Evil, the Father of 
% Righteouſneſs and Soberneſs, and of other 
“ Virtues. Him and his Son that came from 
Him (and who taught us and the Hoſt of 
other Angels, that are good, being his fol- 


« lowers and liken'd to Him, theſe things*) 


and the Prophetick Spirit, we Worſhip 
« and Adore, Honouring them in Spirit (in 
* Keaſon) and in Truth f. Here it is Obſer- 


* See this Paſſage juſtified: Bull. D. F. p. 70. Op. Poſth. p. 
962. 1037. 
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vable that 7uſtin, in anſwer to the Charge of 
Atheiſm, ſhows both what and whom the 
Chriſtians Worſhip'd : not God the Father 
only, but the Son alſo, and the Holy-Ghoſe. 
The Worſhip. of theſe Three He Oppoſes to 
the Worſhip of the reputed Gods of the Gen- 
tiles: A plain ſign of his underſtanding Bap- 
ziſm to be an entring into Covenant with all 
the Three; and ingaging in the Service, Faith, 
and Worſhip- of them as Divine: yet not as 
three Gods (for all Antiquity declare againſt it) 
neither yet as one God and two Creatures (for 
That is contrary to the ſuppoſition of their 
being Divine, beſides that all Antiquity, and 
Faſtin in particular, is againſt Creature- Mor- 
ſbip *) but as one God; the Father, with his 
Son and Holy-Spirit. Fuſtin does again, in 
the ſame” Apology f, aſſert the Worſhip of all 
the Three Perſons; mentioning a difference 
of Order, not of Nature, amongſt them. 
From the whole it appcars,- that, in Juſtins 
Account, the God of the Chriſtians is Father, 


(D dda av ru; Tab G, T F amur i © touors phpan 
ery. 0y ay thu SogToy) mvEVua Te 7 & 09Þ) ine" o:Cour9n, 5, 
Tp9grxu3 pp, Moyw © «n3s x Ting es Juſt, Apol. 1. c. 6. 
p. 11, 12, Ox. 

* 1° ©:0v h 04 ar OOPLYVE 1, Juſt. Apol. . E. 21. Ot5y 
& tanvoy T 097% hs. Ibid. c. 2J, Since Juſtin declares ſo plain- 
/ for the worſhip of God alone, in the very ſame Apology where He 
declares likewiſe for the worſhip of the Three Perſons, It is manifeſt 
that He includes all the Three ia the alone God. , 

+ Juſtin, Apol. 1. c. 16. p. 24. 


Son, 
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Son, and Holy-Ghoſt; the ſame whercuns 
they are Baptized. 


Athenagoras, almoſt contemporary with 
Juſtin, is our next Author: And He affords 
us ſtill ſtronger and more expreſs Evidence of 
what I am contending for. In anſwer to the 
ſame Charge of Atheiſin, He breaks forth into 
this Expreſſion. Who would not be aſte- 
“ niſh'd to hear us called Atheiſts, who ac- 
« knowledge the Father as God, and the Sor 
« God, and the Holy- Ghoſt, aſſerting their U- 
ce nion of Power (or Power of Union) and Di- 
« ſtinction of Order *. Here again we may 
obſerve, that Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt are 
Oppoſed to the Heathen Deities; and are al- 


ſo repreſented as diſtinct in reſpect of Order, 


but in another reſpect, ne; and conſequent- 
ly not as three Gods, but as the one Gad of 
the Chriſtians, inſtead of the Heathen multi- 
plicity. He makes the like Anſwer, elſewhere, 
to the ſame Charge of Atheiſm, mentioning 
Father and Son as the God (not Gods) which 
the Chriſtians Worſhip'd f. From hence 


* Tis &y G &» aTogpira, Ayers Oey Te]tog, 2 * Oct, 
* f Avio, deus ar x; Ty» e Th wry duvauws, 
, e TH TEE d 210-11, Au Jos — * 
nag. Legat. c. 10. p. 40. Ox. 

f Ove top 495, Ort alovles Þ wouys ts + T& £4 
* Toy weng as d A . Athenag. C. 26. P- 122, 

Comp. c. 11. p. 46. c. 22. p. 96. 4 
then 
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then we may very juſtly infer that the Chri- 
ſtians, in his Time, did not underſtand the 
Words of the Form of Baptiſm, of God, 
and Two Creatures; nor of one ſi 

God, and two inferior Gods; but of Three 
d:vine Perſons, and all but one Cod. | 


About the ame Time wick Athenagoras, 
lived the Author of a profane Dialogue 
aſcrib d to Lucian. Whikever Doubt there 
may be about the Author, there is little or 
none about the Time He livd in*; which 
was the ſecond Century, towards the middle 
of it. Whoever he was, he appears to have 
been well acquainted with the Chriſtian Te- 
nets, tho a profeſs d Pagan. He introduces, 
in a yeering manner, a Chriſtian Catechizing 
an Heathen ; and, among other Things, in- 
ſtructing his Catechumen in the Myſtery of 
the Trinity : For, to the Queſtion, whom 
He fpould fivear by, He that perſonates 


the Chriſtian returns this Anſwer. < By 


* the God that reigns on High, the great, 
« the immortal and heavenly, - with the 
« Jon of the Father, and the Spirit pro- 
« ceeding from the Father, One in Three, 
* and Three in One: Take Theſe for 
« your Jupiter, imagine This to be your 


Ji. Bull. Def. F. Nic. p. 73. Judic. p. 32. Fabric. 
Biblioth, Græc. J. 4. c. 16. p. 504. 


” 
God, 
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God *. Here we ſee, what kind of In- 
ſtructions uſed to be given to Catechumens, 
Preparatory to Baptiſm : For it is to thoſe 
that this Author, while He ridicules Them, 
plainly alludes. Here we may obſerve 
what Baptizing into the three Perſons 
mcant at that Time. It was receiving thoſe 
Three as diuine, and as one ſupreme God. 
It is not one /ipreme God, and two in- 
ferior Gods; but Father, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt are repreſented as being in the place 
of the one ſupreme Jupiter, and being All 
together one God. 


Paſs we on, next, to other Teſtimonics 
of the ſame Thing, in Chriſtian Writers 
of the ſame Century. Jrenzxus is our 
next in Order, about the year 173. He 
no where gives us any probeſed Paraphraſe 
upon the Form of Baptiſm : But from the 
Creeds f which he hath left us, with his In- 
terpretation of them; and from what he has 
occaſionally ſaid of the three Perſons, it 
is very manifeſt that He (with the Church 
in his Time) believed the Son and TT 


* TW 1nidoe Oe, u, auchn, wegni anc, 1 we] 
— om eg care fuer, „% ox ret, & it ie rel 
T9 route Z, Tor J v, O. Lucian. Philopatr. p. 770. 


Comp. p. 774. 
1 Vid. Iren. I. 1. c. 10. p. 48... 1. c. 22. p. 98. 


. z. c. 3. p. 176. 
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Ghoſt to be inſeparably united in the Work 
of Creation, and fo intimate with the Fa- 


ther as to make (in a manner) but one Self 
and one Same with Him Xx. Hence then 


it appcars how He and the Church in 


his time underſtood the Form of Baptiſm: 
not of one God and two Creatures join'd 
together, (for he makes Father and Son, 
one God, and expreſly denies the Son to 
be a Creature f, implicitely denying it alſo 
of the Holy-Ghoſt) but of three Divine 


fecit ea per Semeripſum; hoc eſt, per Verbum & per Sagi 
entiam ſuam. Iren. |. 2. c. 30. p. 163. | 
Fecit ea per Semetipſum; hoc eſt, per Verbum & Sapientiam 


ſuam. Adeſt enim ei ſemper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & 


Spiritus, per quos, & in quibus, omnia libere & ſponte fecit. 
Tren. I. 4. c. 20. p. 273. * 

1 Prophetis adorabatur Deus Vruus, Hic eſt vivo- 
rum „& Verbum ejus, qui & loquutus eſt Moyſi, &. 
——— [pic igitur Chriſtus cum Patre vivorum eſt Deus, qui lo- 
quutus eſt Moyſi, gc. Iren. I. 4. c. 5. p. 232. 8 
Cum fit unus & idem Deus Pater, & Verbum ejus, ſemper 
adſiſtens humano generi, c. Tren. I. 4. c. 28. p. 266. 

Is quidem, qui omnia fecerit, cum Yerbo ſuo juſte dicatur 
Deus & Dominus ſolus. Iren. |. 3. c. 8. p. 183. | 
_ Unus Deus Pater oſtenditur, qui eſt ſuper omma, & per am- 
nia, & in omnibus. Super omnia quidem Pater & Ipſe eſt Caput 
Chriſti : per omnia autem Verbum & Ipſe eſt Caput Eccleſiæ: in 
omnibus autem nobis Spiritus, &c. Iren. |. 5. c. 18. p. 315. 

O e f deres zar eixors C oorw? lt 
e. uvary Nh Oi. & pip waleys Sdoxavieg x ie, & 
3 yo Wogoror)og X) InpuigeyBv]cs, FI 3 1 1 s ret O % 
7s. Iren. I. 4. c. 38. p. 285. See this laſt Paſſage ex- 
Nained in my Defenſe, & c. p. 438. 

+ Vid. . p- 132. * Ed. Bened. See Defenſe of 
ſome Queries, p. 413. 438. 

I Perſons 
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Perſons inſeparable from Each other, the One 


- : . 


God of the Chriſtians. 


Clemens of Alexandria, another Excel 
lent Writer, contemporary with Jrenæus, 
is a farther Evidence of what we are plead» 
ing for. He gives us a kind of ſhort Bap- 
tiſmal Creed, as it ſeems, in theſe words, 
OE Father of the whole Univerſe, and 
ONE Worp of the whole Univerſe, 
and the Holy-Ghoſt ON RB, the fame 
every where *. Clemens, in this Paſſage, 
attributes the ſame Divine Omnipreſence to 
every Perſon of the Sacred Trinity; which 
therefore He took to be really Divine, and 
not made up of God and Creature. And 
to ſhew you farther that He look d upon all 
the Three as one God, we may cite another 
Paſſage from Him as follows. Let us 
give thanks to the only Father and Son, 
Son and Father, to the Son our Teacher 
and Maſter, together with the Holy- 
+ Ghoſt, One in all reſpects; in whom are 
all Things — to whom be Glory both now 
and for ever f. When He ſays of the 


E wir 6 F h ar th IN of 6 7 ha A= wal oo 
T1354 79 & 2100 iD, x; T3 a mares. Clem. Alex-'p.123. 

t Eoxaginis nal pgre rere xas "ud, "ud zl rere, rad 
r/o wat Idzoxare qd, ov aa mil dyliv animal Tit ml 
* Cu @ Tit . i I; x81 Yor, l Tous al 
Clem. Pad. 1. 3. p. 311. . ; 


Three 
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Three Perſons that they are in all reſpefts 
(or intirely) One, He means that they are 
one God; as is plain from another Paſſage, 
where, ſpeaking of Father and Son as being 
One, He explains it by their being One 
Coch. It is therefore exceeding clear t hat, 
according to this Writer, Chriſtians were 
ſappofed to be Baprized, not into God 
and Two Creatures, but into Father, Son, 
and 'Holy-Ghoft, Three Divine Perſons, 
One God. Thus far for Teſtimonies of the 
Second Century, all within leſs than 100 
Years of the laſt of 'the Apoſtles. 


I pals on to Tertullian, at the Head 
of the Third Century. There can be no 
Queſtion made of his Sentiments, in the pre- 
ſent Cafe. He tells us plainly , that the 
Father is God, and the Son God, and the 
Holy Ghoſt God, and every one ſingly Gods, 
and all together make one God d. He ſays 
farther that this Doctrine is, in a manner, 
the prime Article in the Goſpel, the very 


2 Er 4p aww, & Oels. Clem. Pæd. I. 1. c. 8. p. 135. 

b This is farther maniſeſt from Clemens's declaring for tht 
Wor ſhip" of -God-enly, proteſiing againſt all Creature- Worſhip 
(See p.:55759-809-825-) and yet admitting the Worſhip of all 
the Three Perſons. p. £4. 311. 851. 

c Pater Deus. & Filius Deus, & Spiritus Sanctus Deus, & 
Deus unuſquiique. Ter. Contr. Prax. c. 13. 

d Pater & Filius & Spiritus, tres crediti unum Deum 
ſiſtunt. Leia. c. 31. * 

Sum 


g 
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Sum and Subſtance of Chriſtianity *, Un- 
doubtedly he underſtood the folemn Form 
of Baptiſm to contain That Doctrine which 
he Teaches; and that being Baptized 
in the name of Father, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt, was receiving thoſe Three as one 
God, vowing all Obedience, Adoration, 
and Homage to Them as ſuch. Indeed, 
this Writer, ſpeaking of the Three Per ſons, 
and the Nature of Chriſtian Baptiſm, makes 
every Perfon equally the Object of our Faith 
and Hope, the Witneſs of our Belief, and 
Surety for our Salvation f. 


Another celebrated Writer contemporary 
with Tertullian, is Hippolytus. He cites 
the very Form of Baptiſm, in his Diſpute 
againſt Noetus ( as Tertullian allo does 
againſt Praxeas) in Proof of the diſtinct 
Perſonality of Farher, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt ; but expreſſes withal his Sentiments 
of the Divinity of Each Perſon. The 
greateſt part of the Paragraph, relating to 
this Head, will be worth reciting. ** If 
„ the Worp was with God, and Himſelf 
„was God; fome perhaps may object; 

* Ibid. c. 31. | | : 

+ Fides ——obſiznata in Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Sancto. 
——-babemus per Benedictionem eoſdem Arbitros Fidei, quos 


& Sponſores Salutis ——— ſub Tribus & Teſtatio Fidei, & 
Iponko Satatis pignoremur, &c. Tertull. de Baptif. c. 6. 


* = What ? 
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« what? does the Apoſtle then make Two 
% Gods? No: I will not ſay Two Gods, 
but One, yet Two Perſons — The Father 
« One, but the Perſons Two, becauſe of the 
« Son; and the Third is the HolyGhoſt— 
« Their Harmony in Operation (or Admi- 
« niſtration) brivgs all up to one God, for 
«© God is One——The Father above all, the 
« Son through all, the Holy-Ghoſt in all. 
« We can no otherwiſe think of God as 
One, but as believing really in the Fa- 
«5 ther . and the Son, and the Holy- 
« Ghoſt The Word of the Father, 
+ conſcious of the Oeconomy (ef the three 
« Perſons) and that it was the Will of 
a the Father to be thus (or under this Con- 
« ception) honoured and not otherwiſe, 
gave his Diſciples Orders, after his Re- 
furrection, to this Purpoſe; Go teach all 
Nations, baptizing them in the Name 
« of the Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt; 
« ſignifying, that whoſoever ſhould leave 
s out any one of the Three, ſhould 
* come fo far ſhort of honouring God per- 
+ fectly: For by this Trinity the Father 
is honoured. The Father gave Orders 
« (for the Creation) the Son wrought (in 
it) and the Holy-Ghoſt manifeſted *. 
„ Fi Yi ed 6 - 1 g T G, Ort; wn, n 009 pieetus 1/7; 
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From this Paſſage of Hippolytus we learn 
theſe Things: That Father, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt are Three real Perſons; that They 
are alſo divine Perſons; and chat They are 
not 'fhree Gods, but one God, by an in- 
cffable Union of Power, Preſence, and Ope- 
ration. We learn alſo that this very Do- 
ctrine, of ſuch a Trinity in Unity, was in- 
tended by our Saviour in the Form of 
ee 7 nd given in Commiſſion to his 
ciples, to be by Them taught and in- 
culcated as a Matter of the utmoſt Impor- 
France. 


Our next Author is Origen, who, ſpeak- 
ing of Bapti/m, ſays, that it is, by Vir- 
* de of the Invocations there made, the 
Fpring and Fountain of Spiritual Graces, 

's to every one that dedicates Himſelf to 
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the Divinity (or Godhead) of the Adora - 
ble Trinity“. All I have to obſerye up- 
on this Paſſage of Origen, is, 1. That 

He ſuppoſes Baptiſin to be a dedicating. 
our Selves to the Service and Worſhip of 
the whole Trinity; geνν, or, as it is other- 
wiſe read. gaë nn, to the Godhead, ſtrictly, 
or, at leaſt, to the diviue Majeſty, of the 
adorable Trinity. 24%. That He ſuppoſes 
the Spiritual Graces) or Influences to deſcend 
from all the Three Perſons, by. Virtue of 
our Invocation of them; which perhaps 
may mean only by Virtue of their being 
ſolemnly named: or if it means more, our 
Argument is io much the ſtronger. The 
Sum is, that,. in Baptiſm, we recognize the 
Divinity of every Perſon mention'd, and 
acknowledge our Obligations of Duty, and 


* TS lrięinern iavryy 75 H I e, E d 
T Ove wins TY E£77%AyGEW), Legio is cl v a 45 194 Anu. 
Origen. Cit. apud Baſil. de Sp. S. c. 295 

This Paſſage i: ſomthing differently read in our preſent Co- 
pies of Origenz tho the Senſe is much the ſame. 
75 d mgixoVh Eu Ti em 7% Orc iu tn TU N 90% 
The Tere, inmxAycet far A wan Fin apy 
Orig. Comm. in Joh. p. 124. Ed. Huet. 

Compare the following Citations. from Pamphilus's Apology. 

Ex quibus omnibus diſcimus tantz & auctoritatis & digni- 
tatis Subſtantiam Spiritus Sancti, ut Salutare Naptiſmum non ali- 
ter niſi Excellent iſſimæ omnium Trinitatis auRoritate, id eſt, 
Patris & Filif & Spiritus Sancti cognominatione complea- 
tur. Nunquam utique in unitate Trinitatis, id eſt, 
Dei Patris inconvertibilis, & Filii ejus, etiam ipſe Spiritus 
Sanctus haberetur; niſi quia & Ipſe ſemper erat Spiritus San - 
Jus. Tamph. Apolog p. 232+ Ed. Bencd. 

A Thank- 
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Thankfulgeſs and Adoration towards All: 
which cannot be made Senſe of, if One 
only of the Three be ſappoſed to be God, 


and the other Two. Crearures.' 1 


I ſhall ſubjoin co theſe Teſtimonies from 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers, a remarkable Pal 
ſage of St. Cyprian, of the Third Century. 
Arguing for the Invalidicy. of Heretical Bap- 
tiſms, He asks, how auy Perſon, fo baptized; 
can be ſuppoſed ro obtain Remiſſion of Sins 
and become the Temple of God. Far, lays 
He, of what God (of which of the di- 
vine Perſons)'is He made the Temple? 
** Is it ef (God) the Creator? He cannot 
bo ſo without believing in Him. Is ir 
ol Chriſt? Impoſſible that any one ſnould 
be his Temple that denies Chriſt to be 
Cad. Is it then of the Holy-Ghoſt? But 
«+ ſince thoſe Three are One, How is it 
poſſible He ſhould be at Peace with the 
** Holy:Ghoſt, while He is at Enmity ei- 
ther with the Father, or the Son“? 


* Si baptizari Quis apud Hareticos potuit; utique & Re- 
miſfam Peccatorum conſequi potuit. Si peccatorum Remiſ- 
ſam conſecutus eſt, & Sanctiſicatus eſt, & Templum Dei 
factus eſt; quzro cujus Dei ? Si Creatoris, non potnit qui in 
eum uon credidit: Si Chriſti, nec hujus fieri poteſt Templum, 

ui negat deum Chriſtum: Si Spiritus Sancti, cum Pes unum 
int, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus placatus eſſe ei poteſt, qui aut 
Patris, aut Filii Inimicus eſt? Cypr. ad Fulaj. Ep. 73. p. 203+ 
Comp. Concil. Carth. n. 39. p. 235+ 4804 

X 4 From 
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From this Paſſage of Cyprian, we may re- 
mark rhe following F deb cube ne 


1. That bei baptized i into Fathey, Sov, 
and Holy-Ghoſt. was being baptized into 
Three divine Perſons, or Three Perſons 
| Each of which is God. 


2. That bbeer is validly and fwvingly 
baprized, does thereby become the Temple 
of each divine Perſon ; and of e 
the 2. aa: tad of Go 


. The Reaſon why ſuch Perſon is not 
ſaid to become the Temple of Gods, in the 
Plural, but of God, in the Singular, is 
becauſe the Three are One, or one God; as 
Cyprian clearly enough intimates, and his 
Maſter Tertullian ex preſly aſſerts, as be- 
fore ſhown. 


4. That the denying Chrif (and for the 
ame Reaſon any other of the Perſons) to 
be Cod., is, in Cyprian's Account, making 
the Baptiſm of no Effect; ſo nearly is the 
— it ſelf, and the Salvation of the 
Kecipient concern d in the Faith of the 4i. 
vine and adorable Trinity. Upon the 
whole it is manifeſt, that St. Cyprzean un- 
derſtood the Form of Baptiſin, of three di. 


Vine 
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vine Perſons, All one God: which is utter- 
ly repugnant to the Faith of ſuch as under - 
nd it of God, and Two Creatures. 
To Cypriarn's, I ſhall add the Teſtimonies 
of Two celebrared Biſhops of the ſame Age, 


about the year 259. one of Rome, and the 
other of Alerandria. | 


Dionyſius, Biſhop of Rome, in a Letter 
(wrote, very probably, with the Advice and 
Conſent of his Clergy Synodically con- 
vened ) very particularly explains the Do- 
Trine of the Trinity, as profeſsd at That 
Time. He calls it the moſt auguſt and 
venerable Doctrine of the Church; and the 
Trinity of Perſons, the divine Trinity. He 
blames Thoſe who divide the ſacred Onity 
into Three /eparate Hypoſtaſes, — 
2 in a manner, *hree Gods, being the 
Oppoſite Extreme to Sabeilius, who made 
but one Perſon. At the fame Time, He 
blames Thoſe as much, that preſumed to 
make a Creature of God the Son, and cen- 
ſures it as Blaſphemy in a very high De- 
gree; underſtanding the word Creatare ac- 
cording to the common Acceptation, and 
as all Men of plain good Senſe have ever 
underſtood it. The Sum of his Doctrine 
He gives us in theſe Words. The divine 
25 Lagos muſt of neceſſity be united to the 

66 God 
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God of the Univerſe ; and the Holy-Ghoſt 
„ muſt abide and dwell in God; and the 
« divine Trinity muſt of neceſſity be con- 
ceiv dito be gathered together, and col-' 
ected. as it were, into ane Head, namely, 
„into the God of the Univerſe, the Al- 
„ mighty. From hence it is clear, that 
the Catholicks of That Time apprehended 
that They were baptized into the Faith of 
Three divine Perſons, not of God and #wo 
Creatures; and yet that thoſe Three were 
not Three Gods, but by reaſon of their 
molt intimate and ine flable Relation to Each 
other, and their Union in one Head, were 
ant God. The other Diauyſtas briefly ex- 
preſſes the ſame Thing thus; We extend 
the UDarty. without dividing it, into: a 
Frinity; and again, we contradt the 
Trinity, without taking from it, into 
VDuity f. It may be render'd more briefly 
thus: The undivided Mouad we extend ta 
a Triad; and again, the undiminiſſid Triad 
Ve collect into a Monad. It is very plain 


* 


* Hd 2 EvRry Xn To Gd * n- Toy gr ape. E- 
Piaozocts d To Oe x24 ama dit T0 #000 TiO a" 1 
xa Ty Jelee Tied 86 ive, d tig xepvPiy T8, T Orv rar 
ur 8 Targxogrea up, vue νινντνν 78 N ovdHνE&ꝑjhD- 
ae d. Dionyſ. Rom. apud Athanaſi Vol. 1. p. 231. 

+ "Hari; 5; ri 79 Terads Tw lu Aατ E adliger, 
xe Tu TH&I THAW d νν £44 Ty jj] oVYy:iPug nels, 
Dionyſ. apud Athanai. Vol. 1. p. 255. 


that 
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chat Thoſe primitive bathers did not anſwer 
the Queſtion, how God i one, as ſome Mo- 
derns do, by leaving out the: Jon and the 
Holy Ghoſt, and placing the Unity in the 
Father only; But their way was to take in 
All the Three Perſons, and ſo to make ay 
the Monad\ok. the undivided Fried. | 
AW Wan Noa ; | 
Having traced the — as he 
carlicft Writers upon this Head, I may na- 
venture to ſuy. with formewhat: berter Res. 
ſon than the Author of d cripture· Doctrine, 
that. Hot this Teæt (of St. Matthew) wes: 
Vniuer ſally urdexfaod in ther Primitive 
Church, cannot he daubted; there being ſtill 
Extant ſo many Waitipgs of the Antientd 
diſcovering their Sentiments of it: which 
therefore may ſerve as the beſt Comment, or 
Paraphrafe, not only upon That Text, but 
upon the Creeds too, which oughe to 
be interpreted by che ſame Rule, as I ſhall: 
ſhow — I ſhall not add any Te- 
ſtimonies of Po. Nicene Fathers, however 
many and weighty, becauſe their Senti- 
ments are well known; and our Adverfaries 
will readily give them up to us, in the pre- 
ſent Queſtion®, I ſhall pay obſerye, that the 


* The Council of Conſtantinople, in the year 38 2» in their 
Synodical Epiſtle, ſpeaking. of the Nicene Faith, do, in the main, 
expreſs the Senſe of all the Poſt-Nicene Catholicks, as follows. 


Senſe. 
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Senſe which 1 have given of the Form of 
Bapriſm was, in the 47h. Century, ſo well 
known and undiſputed. that the Emperor 
Julian (called the Apoſiate ) made it an 
Argument againſt Chriſt and his Religion“ 
— whereas Moſes and the Prophets had 
faid, Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, 
and Him only ſhalt thou ſerve, Chriſt 
in contradiction thereto (for ſo the Apo- 
ſtate pretended) had order'd his Diſciples 
to baptize in the Name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy-Ghoft. ' "Tho' 
from what hath been ſaid, I take the Point 
I intended, to have been ſufficiently proved, 
yet it may not be improper" to throw in 
Two or Three general Remarks to colifivi 
it ſtill farther. 12 2 


1. The firſt Beelen from the known | 
Cuſtom of the Primitive Church, in requir- 
ing the Comperentes, or Candidates for Bup- 


Teurhs 4 ink nal is nad why opium F 
As y TH 0 ves, rg, ov dont IV „ ww * wor: wes 
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T# i., © Tod Al . „ &c. Theod. E. H. 
I. 5. c. 9. p. 210» 5 

Particular Teſtimonies of Poſt: Nicene Fathers may be ſeen 
collected in Petavius de Trin. 


* Vid. Cyril. Contr. Julian. J. 9+ Po don. 294+ 


tiſm 
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tiſm, firſt to make a ſolemn Renuntiation of 
Taolatry and falſe-Worſhip a, under the ge- 
neral Title of the Devil and all his 
Pomp &c. and then immediately b after to 
profeſs their Faith in, and adherence to, God 
the Father, Con, and Holy-Ghoſt. A Profeſ- 
ſion of Faith was, from the Beginning, al- 
ways required of Perſons before Baptiſm: 
We have plain Examples of, and Alluſions 
to, ſomething of that kind, even in Scrip- 
ture it Self. Upon theſe Inſtances the 
Chriſtian Church proceeded. At firſt, 
very probably, the Profeſſion of Faith went 
no farther than the Minutes given in the 
Form of Baptiſm: But in a little Time it 
came to be inlarged, as Here ſies, or other 
Incidents gave occaſion. Tertullian de- 
rives it from immemorial Cuſtom, that the 
Anſwers in Baptiſm were ſome what inlarg- 
ed beyond what Chriſt Himſelf had expreſ- 
ly determined d. It is not improbable that 
He intended This of the inlarging of the 


a Quid erit ſummum atque przcipuum, in quo Diabolus & 
Pompæ, & Angeli ejus cenſeantur, quam Idololatria? Terrull. 
de Spect. c. 4. p. 74. * 

See Bingham Chriſtian Antiquities, B. 11. Ch. 7. 

b Vid. Cyril. Hieroſ. Catech. Myſtag. 1. p. 283+ Apoſtol. 
Conſt, I. 7. c. 41. | 

c Acts g. 12. 37. 1 Pet. 3.21. 

d Amplius aliquid reſpondentes quam Dominus in Evyan- 

elio determinavit. Tertull. de Coron. c. 3. p. 102. 


See Walls Hiſt. of Inf, Bapt. part 2. c. 9 p. 497 · 


Baptiſinal 


318 'Chrift's Divinity proved Serm. VIII. 


Baptiſinal Profeſſion, or Creed, bey ond 
thr Form of B apriſm which our Lord 
Himſelf had preſenbed, and which proba- 
bly was, at firſt. the Occaſion and the Sub- 
je& matter of the Bapriſmal Creed, as 


-well as the Rule and Meaſure of it. This 


J offer only as Conjecture. Cetrain how- 
ever it is, thar a Profeſſion of Faith in, and 
Adherence to, God the Father, Son, and Ho. 


ty-Ghoſft, immediately followed upon the 


Abrenuntiation of the Devil &c. which is 
a Confirmation to us, that as, on one hand, 

they renounc d all Idolatry and Falſe Gods; 
ſo their Aggregation, (if 1 may ſo call it) 
or joining of themſelves to theſe Three Per- 


ſons, was intentionally receiving Them as the 
true and only God. 


2. I ſhall ſubjoin a ſecond Conſideration, 
drawn from the Principles and PraQtices 
of the Antient Heretic. No ſooner did 
They alter (many of them) or corrupt 
the true Faith in the Bleſſed Trinity, but 
they thought of altering the Form of Bap- 
?1ſm likewiſe; left it ſhould appear incon- 
ſiſtent with their novel and pernicious Te- 
nets. This was remarkably ſeen in the Tri- 


theiſts and Praxeansf, and Valentini. 


+ Apoſtol. Can. 20. 
+ Vid. Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 26. Pſeud-Ignat. Ep. ad 
Philip. c. 1. Apoſt. Can. go. Cum Not, Cotel. & Bevereg. 


ang, 
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ans*, who had All corrupted the true ori- 
ginal Faith in the Trinity. To con- 
ceal their Shame and Self- Condemna- 
tion, and to pr te their erroneous 
Principles, They innovated in the Form 
of Baptiſm; which was one of the beſt 
Fences to the true Faith, and a 
ſtanding-Bar to moſt Hereſies. The like 
was afterwards practis d by Eunomiur, 
who was a thorough-paced Arian, but a 
Man of ſhrewd Parts, and who readily 
perceived that it might be an eaſier Mat- 
ter to bring the very Form of Baptiſm 
into Diſuſe (tho' That was very ſhocking 
too) than to root out of Men's Minds the 
Catbolick, and only true Senſe of it. That 
Form was as great an Eye. ſore to Him 
and his Followers, as a N or an A. 
thanaſian Creed, or as Doxologies and 
Liturgies, expreſſing the Cat holict Do- 
ctrine, are to ſome Now, They were 
forced at length to alter the Inſtituted 
and only regular Form of Baptiſm, for o- 
thers of their own Deviſing; which might 
be more conſiſtent with, or favourable to, 
their zove} Opinions. Sometimes T 
choſe to baptize in the Name of the Fa- 
ther uncreate, the don created by the Father, 
and the Holy-Ghoſt created by the Son f. 


* Vid. Iren. |. 1. c. 2. p. 94. 
+ Vid. Epiphan. Hæreſ. 76. 
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At other Times they were content, more 
briefly, and with leſs Offenſe, to baptize 
into the Death of Chriſt *; or in the name 
of the Father, by the Son, in the Holy-Ghoſt. 
All the while, it is obſervable that the Ca- 
thoalicks never varied the Form; nor ſo much 
as inſerted, or added, any Thing by way of 
Explication, or in favor of their Princi- 

les. Either it muſt be ſaid that They 
had no need to do it, the Form it ſelf be- 
ing ſo plainly and clearly on their Side; 
or elſe that They were the more pious 
and modeſt Men, and durſt not attempt 
any the leaſt Innovation 1n a Sacred Law 
and Inſtitution of Chriſt. Our Modern 
Arians f have not yet attempted (that I 
know of) to alter the Form of Baptiſm: 
But They hope to be able to diſguiſe or 
elude the antient Catholick Senſe of it. 


I know not whether it might provoke 


our Pity, or our Indignation moſt, to find 
Some endeavoring to run down the truly 
primitive Interpretation of it, under the 
Notion of new Scholaſtick Hypotheſes t; 
and, at the ſame time, vending their own 
Novelties and Heterodoxies, under the ve- 
nerable name of Antiquity. The pretence 

* Socrat. E. H. I. 5. c. 24. Theod. Hær. Fab. l. 4. c. 3: 

+ Mr. Emlyn, indeed, is for laying Baptiſm it ſelf aſide, among 
the Poſterity of baptized Chriſtians; which is doing the Buſine(s 
at once. (See His Tracts, p. 429. &c.) But I know not whether 


I am to reckon Him in the Number of the Atians. 
+ See Dr. Clarke's Reply, p. 205. is 
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called) is a profe/i'd Paraphraſi upon 
the Form of Baptiſm. And what if it 
were, would it do thoſe Gentlemeh any 
ſervice? Or is the Faith therein contained 
any thing akin to Theirs, or ſo much as 
conſiſtent with it? But I ſhall beg leave to 
examine this Pretence largely and diſtinctly, 


once for all, and then conclude. It will be 


neceſſary to premiſe ſome Things, Firſt, of 
Creeds in general, and, Secondly, of That 
Creed called the Apoſtles, in particular. 


1. Of Creeds in general. It is a Mi- 
ſtake to imagine that Creeds were, at firſt, 
intended to Teach, in full and explicite 
Terms, all that ſhould be neceſſary to be 
believed by Chriſtians. They were deſign'd 


rather for Hints and Minutes of the main 
Credenaa, to be recited by Catechumens be- 


fore Baptiſm ; And they were purpoſely con- 
trived ſhort, that They might be the more 
calily retain'd in Memory, and take up the 
leſs Time in reciting. Creeds, very probably, 
at firſt, were ſo far from being Paraphraſes 
or Explications of the Form of Baptiſm, 
(or of Scripture Texts) that they went 
no farther, or very little farther, than the 
Form it ſelf; and wanted as much Explain- 
g and Paraphraſing, in order ro be 

W rightly 
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rightly and diſtinctly underſtood, as any o- 
ther Words, or Forms, could do. Hence 
it was that the Catechumens were to be 
inſtructed in the Creed, previouſly to Bap- 
tiſm, for many Days together. Jerom ſays, 
for forty Days*, and particularly mentions 


the Doctrine of the Trinity as the Subject 


matter of Inſtruction for all that Time. 
t The Author of the Aroſtolical Conſtitu- 
710ns gives us a Summary of what the Cate- 
chumens were generally taught, previouſly 
to Baptiſm: And among the Heads of In- 
ſtruction There intimated, the firſt and prin- 
Cipal relates to the Doctrine of the Trinity). 
Oril of Jeruſalem has left us a whole 
Courſe of Catechetical Lectures, which He 
drew up for the uſe of thoſe that ſtocd 
Candidates for Baptiſm : And There we find 
that He is very large and particular in ex- 
plaining thoſe parts of the Creed, which 
concern the Nature, Character, and Offices 
of Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, Creeds 
would have been of ſmall uſe ro Catechu- 
mens, without this Method of preparatory 
Inſtructions: And yet it ſeems to have been 


* Conſuetudo autem apud nos iſtiuſmodi eſt, ut his qui 
baptiz andi ſunt, per quadraginta Dies, publice tradamus San- 
am & adorandam Trinitatem. Hieron, ad Pammach. Epiſt. 38. 


pag. 314 


+ Apoſt. Gonf. 1.7. c. 39. p. 378. Cot 
| ſolely 


WW 
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ſolely for the uſe of Such that Creeds were 
originally intended; being firſt uſed only in the 
Office of Baptiſin. and but by degrees taken 
in to make a part of the common, and daily Li- 
turgies of the Church *. From hence we ſee 
the reaſon why Creeds were no larger, nor 
more explicite; being but a kind of Reca- 
mere, of what the Catechumens had 

cen taught more at large, the main Heads 
whereof were committed to Memory, and 
publickly recited, and fo became a Creed. 
A ſhort Summary of Credenda might Then 
be ſufficient, after the Catechamens had 
been fully and particularly inſtructed in the 
Senſe of every Article. I ſhall obſerve far- 
ther, that as Creeds became gradually inlar- 


ged, it was rather by the Addition of ae 


Articles (new I mean with reſpect to the 
Creeds, and their inſertion into them, tho 
believed by the Faithful from the Beginning) 
than by a more explicite opening of the 
older, except in ſome particular Caſes. 
The reaſon of which ſeems to be, that Expli- 
cations of former Articles might ordina- 
rily be left to the Catechiſis to ſupply by 
way of Catechetical Inſtruction. It was ſuf- 
ficient for Creeds to have hinted what was 
moſt Material, and to abound in Matter, 


* See Mr. Bingham's Chriſtian Antiquities, B. 10. c. 4. p. 117 
Y 2 ra- 


cc 


8 oe 1 


— 2 Bt HE * 


. 2 ©. 
ho. 


* $ 
"F7 , 
. I 
4 
f 
6 


324 Chriſt's Divinity prov'd Serm. VIII. 
rather than in //ords, to anſwer the Uſe in- 


' tended. As Hereſies gave occaſion, new Ar- 


ticles were inſerted in, or added to the Creeds ; 
not that They were originally of greater Im- 
portance than any other Articles omitted, 
but the Oppoſition made to ſome Doctrines 
rendred it the more neceſſary to inſiſt upon 
an explicite Belief and Profeſſion of them. 
To inſtance in the Jeruſalem Creed, the 
oldeſt, it may be, of any that is extant “. 
The Article of the Trinity was undoubted- 
ly in ir from the Beginning, and perhaps 
none other; and That expreſs d thus briefly ; 
J believe in God the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy-Ghoft. - Baptiſm of Repentance, 
Remiſſion of Sins, Catholick Church, Re- 
ſurrection of the Fleſh, Life everlaſting, 
are ſo many new Articles, probably, 
added afterwards, as there was Occaſion. 
The reſt are Inſertions and Explications, 
giving a more particular Deſcription of the 
Nature, Character, and Offices of the Three 
Perſons of the ever bleſſed Trinity: And 
probably theſe Additions and Illuſtrations 
came in gradually, one after another, as oc- 
caſion ſerved, in oppoſition to the Attempts 
of Thoſe that endeavored to alter, murilate, 
corrupt, or miſrepreſent the Cathol:ck 
Faith, Other particulars There omitted 
* See Bull. Judic. p. 48. 56. &c. 
may 
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may be as neceſſary Points of Faith;as ſome 
There mention d: Bur Thoſe were more par- 


ticularly neceſſary to be inſiſted on, at That 


Time, and in Thoſe Circumſtances. Which 
I the rather hint, that Creeds may not be 
taken for compleat Catalogues of Funda- 


mentale, which They are not: (for indeed 


we ſhall hardly find Two that have exact- 
ly the ſame Articles, neither more nor 
leſs) but for ſuch ſhort Summaries of the 


Chriſtian Faith, as were moſt proper to be 


inculcated before Baptiſin, as an Intro- 
duction to the right Underſtanding and Pro- 
feſſing the Whole of the Chriſtian Religion. 
I have not Room to explain my ſelf ſo 
largely upon this Head as the Thing de- 
ſerves; But I ſhall give one Example to 
illuſtrate the Truth of the Obſervation. 
The Article of Liſt everlaſting was, very 
probably, wanting for ſome Centuries in rhe 
Creeds of Rome and Aquiteia *®, Yer 
who can pretend to ſay, that That was 
not as neceſſary and fundamental an Arti- 
cle of Faith, as any is or can be? But its 
being fo eaſy, and obvious to every Chri- 
ſtian, and hardly at all diſputed, might be 
the Reaſon, why, however neceſſary it 
was to believe it, it was not thought zece/- 


+ Vid. Voſſ. de Trib. Symb. Diſſert. 1. Theſ. 43. p. 29. 
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ary to make any explicite mention of it in 
Thoſe Creeds. Having premiſed thoſe few 
Things of Creeds in general, I proceed next 
to the Apoſtles Creed, in particular. 
{ 


2. It 1s well known to learned Men, that 


the Creed, called the Apoſtles, is no other 


than the Roman Creed. It has obtain'd 
the Name of the Apoſtolic Creed (as a 
learned and accurate Author obſerves * 

for no greater or other Reaſon than this: 
It was a Cuſtom to call thoſe Churches 
„ in which any Apoſtle had perſonally 
++ Taughr, eſpecially if He had reſided There 


any long Time, or had died There, Apo- 


0 


ſtolick Churches. Of theſe there were a 
great many in the Eaſtern Parts; Jeru- 
% /alem, Corinth. Epheſus, Antioch, &c. 
* but in the Veſtern Parts, none but 
&« Rome — So that any One that in the 
* Weſtern Parts of the World ſpoke of the 
*« Apoſtolick Church, was ſuppoſed to mean 
«© Rome———and ſo their Biſhop came 
** ro be called the Apoſfolick Biſhop; their 
ger the Apoſtolick See, their Faith the 
* Apoſtolick Faith, and, among the reſt, 
the Creed that They uſed, the Apoſtolick 
Creed, now called the Apoſtles. The 
Creed then of the Apoſiles (as it is parti- 
* Mr, Walls Hiſt. of Inf. Bapt. part 2. c. 9. p. goy. 
Fas at; 7 ___ cularly 


* 
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cularly called, though other Creeds might 
as juſtly have, and really have had the 
Name of the Apoſtles Creed) is cer- 
tainly no other than the Creed of one 
particalar Church, the Church of Rome ; 
and is neither ſo old, (taken all rogether) 
nor of fo great Authority as the Niceue 
Creed it ſelf: It is but impoſing on the 
unlearned Reader to recommend it as a 
profeſFd Paraphraſe, and the moſt early 
of any, upon the Text of St. Matthew, 
when indeed it is no profeſs'd Paraphraſe 
at alle Or if it be, there is ſtill no reaſon 
to prefer ir to other, as valuable and as 
antient, Creeds, which have the Articles of 
the Divinity of the Son and Holy - Spirit 
more full and expreſs; or to the continued 
Teſtimonies of Church Writers, which, after 
all, make a better and a juſter Paraphraſe 
upon the Text of St. Matthew, than ei- 
ther the Roman, or any other Creed, or 
than all the Creeds put together. For, in- 
deed, the early Creeds being deſignedly 
brief and conciſe, full of Matter, contrived 
rather to take in many Particulars, than to 
dwell much upon any one; it is not 
to be wonder'd at, if They be not fo 
explicite in This, or That Article; 
eſpecially conſidering that ſome Churches. 
particularly the Roman, were lels infeſted 

B Y 4 wit h- 
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with Hereſies than others, and therefore 
needed not ſo long a Creed; and conſider- 
ing farther, that whatever Miſtakes might 
otherwiſe have happen'd to ariſe, through 
the Brevity and Conciſeneſs of the Creeds 
themſelves, They were effectually prevent- 
ed by previous Catechetical Inſtructions, 
explaining more diſtinctly and fully, what 
was but briefly hinted in the Creeds. To 
conclude this Head: As to the No- 
mas Creed, there's no Reaſon to lay 
any more ſtreſs upon it than upon the 
Creeds of Irenans, Tertullian, or Ori- 
gen; or the Creed of Jeruſalem, &c. all 
of them, probably, as old, or older than 
the Roman: Nor is it to be expected that 
every Creed, or any Creed deſign'd only 
for the Office of Baptiſm, ſhould teach, in 
explicite Terms, all that is neceſſary ro be 
believed by Chriſtians. Yet, after all, even 
the Roman (called the Apoſtles) Creed, 
ſhort as it is, when rightly underſtood, is 
diametrically oppoſite to the Arian Prin- 
ciples; And, if it muſt be called a Pa- 
raphraſe, is ſuch a Paraphraſe on the 
Text of St. Matthew, as ſufficiently con- 
firms the Senſe which 1 have given of it. 
Our Saviour Chriſt is, in the Roman Creed, 
Charactcrized under the Title of uoroernss 
or only begotten of the Father, The mean- 
| ing 


* 
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ing of that Title or Character was well 
known to the Compilers of That Creed. 
and to the primitive Catechi/ts of the 
Church; who would not fail to acquaint 


the Catechumens with it. The Antients 


are unanimous in underſtanding Chriſt's Son- 
ſhip of his divine Nature. To call Him 
the only-begotten, or the Son, of God the 
Father, was, in their Account, declaring 
Him to be of the ſame Nature with God 


the Father; as truly God, as the Son of 


Man is #ruly Man. Hence therefore it 
is manifeſt that the Roman Creed, though 


briefly, yet fully ſets forth the Divinity of 


Chriſt, as has been ſhown more at large by 


Biſhop Bull f. And the learned Stilling- 
fleet, who well underſtood this Matter, 


. Unigenitus ut ſolus ex Deo genitus proprie de vulva cor- 


dis ipſius. Tert. Contr. Prax. c 7. 

Hunc ex Deo prolatum didicimus, & prolatione generatum, 
& idcirco Filium Dei & Deum dictum, ex unitate Subſtantiz. 
Tertull. Apol. c. 21. 


Heer wr Ted Oted au Oe U. Jult. Mart. Apol. 1. 


123. Comp. Dial. p. 183, 184 364.371. 
K 0 945 225 o 2 des Oste, 6 TH Atomiry F JA 
Son dug, zn w "yes adres, aal 6 Adee wy i md Org, Clem. 
Alex. p. 86. 8 

Ilparey v 150 TY Tar, GEN as , 
uuns Ted wages nai Ted u. Athenag. p. 38. 

Oe oi wy 0 A g e Oey mPvuxe, &c. Theoph · Antioch. 

. 130. 

: Ur enim præſeripſit ipſa natura Hominem credendum eſſe 
qui ex Homine ſit: ita eadem natura præſcribit & Deum cre- 
dendum eſſe qui ex Deo fit, Novar. c. 11. 

+ Bull. Judic, Eccleſ. p. 36, &c. 
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the Apoſtles Creed does not in expreſs 
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had good Reaſon to ſay, That although 
8 


Words declare the Divinity of the Three 
«« Perſons in the Unity of the divine Ef- 
« ſence; yet taking the Senſe of thoſe At- 
« ticles as the Chriſtian Church underſtood 
Them from the Apoſtles Times, then we 
have as full and clear Evidence of this 
Doctrine, as we have that we recerved 
« the Scriptures from Them. If then 
we are to learn from the Apoſtles Creed 
how the Words of the Form of Baptiſm 
were univerſally under ſtood in the pri- 
mitive Church, we muſt underſtand the 
Words of that Form, in the ſame Senſe as 
thoſe Articles of the Creed were univer- 
fally underſtood in the primitive Church. 
For, to pretend that the Form of Baptiſm 
is to be interprered from the Creed, as un- 
derſtood by the primitive Church; and at 
the ſame Time to put a nove/ Conſtruction 
upon the Creed it ſelf, is ſuch an Affront to 
common Senſe, and ſuch an Abuſe of the 
Readers, as one ſhall ſeldom meet with a- 
mong Men of Letters. 


Upon the whole, theſe things are evident, 
1. That the Senſe of the Primitive Church, 
in the Articles concerning Father, Son, and 


® Stilliingflect on the Trin. Ch. 9. p. 229. | 
Holy- 
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Holy-Ghoſt, may be certainly known other- 
wiſe than from the Creedt. 2. That the 
Creeds themſelves ought to be interpreted 
according to That Senſe ſo known, having 
been ſo underſtood from the Beginning, or 


from the Time of their compiling f. 3. That 


by laying of antient Teſtimonies together, 
and comparing of Evidences, we have full 
and clear proof that the Primitive Church 
never imagined Baptiſin to run in the name 
of the Father only as God, and of the 
Two other Perſons as Creatures; but in the 


name of Three Perſons, Every one God, and 


All together the one God of Chriſtians. 


And now, my Chriſtian Brethren, what 
remains, but to exhort and warn you, as you 
render your Everlaſting Salvation, ro abide 


evermore in that Faith whereunto you 


have been Baptized, and which alone can 


+ N. B. A late Writer (Modeſt Plea, cc. continued, p. 54) 
ſays that Dr. W. ( ſpeaking of the Creeds) is forc d to add, as 
interpreted by Thoſe that recite Them; and the rea/on of it, 
He ſays, is, becauſe the oldeſt Creeds mention nothing of 
thoſe Matters, i. e. the Eternity and Conſubſtantialiry of God 
the Son. To whnch I anſwer. 1. That I had good Reaſon to 
refer to the primitive Writings for the Interpretation of Creeds ; 
eſpecially at ibis diſtance, when unlearned Readers may the 
more eaſily be impoſed upon by a Novel Senſe put upon them. 
2. That this Writer betrays his Ignorance of the oldeſt Creeds ; 
which, if They do not explicitely declare thoſe Articles; yet All, 
or moſt of them do it implicitely. Irenzus's, Tertullian, 
Origen i, Jeruſalem Creed, Apoſtles, Ce. | 
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give you auy reaſonable Confidence, or 
Hope of Aſſurance towards God. Remem- 
ber Thoſe wlio have gone before you, the 
Apaſtles and Primitive Martyrs and Confel- 
ſors, whoſe Faithyfollow,. conſidering the 

end of their Conve, fation., Feſus Chriſt 
is the ſame, yeſterday, to day, and for- 
ever. Be mot carried about. with divers 
and ſtrauge Doctrine, by. the flight of 
Men, and cunning Craftineſs, whereby 
they lie in wait to deceive. What have 
They done, by reviving Antiquated Here- 
Ales, but diſturbed the Minds of the ſimple. 
raiſed confuſion and diſtraction amongſt 
many, and given a handle to Libertines. 
Deiſte, and Atheiſts; to inſult, and to Blaſ- 
pheme? What is there in Ariaui ſin, either 
of Truth, or even of Probability, to make 
us amends for theſe things? I mention not 
the daily Iuroads made upon Chri/tian 
Simplicity, and Godly incrrity; the Wiles 
and Artifices, Diſſimulation and Diſguiſes, by 
which it was at firſt promoted and propagated, 
and without which it cannot any where ſubſiſt. 
To this very Day, the Patrons of it have 
no other way left, but to conceal and cover 
its Deformity as much as poſſible; ſtifling 
of Evidences that make againſt it, miſre- 
preſenting the Truth of Hiſtory, takin 

advantage of ambiguous Terms, keeping off 
10 
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in generals, not daring ſo much as to own 
the certain and inevitable Conſequences of 
their Principles, hardly the Frinciples 
themſelves ; not truſting Either, to a fair, 
open, and regular Examination, but ſhrink- 
ing always from 'the very Point in Queſti- 
on; Oppoſing, Objecting, Cavilli . 
9 the Orthodox — = 
raking little or no care, either to anſwer, 
or ſo much as to mention, the main Difficul- 
ties and Inconſiſtencies viſible in their Own. 
For the Truth of this, I appeal to all who 
have been any thing Curious obſervers of 
the Riſe, and Progreſs, and preſent State 
of this Hereſy, amongſt us. They muſt 
not blame us for calling Their Doctrine He- 
reſy, which it really is, when they have 
the Face ſo often to call Ours new Scholaſtick 
Hypotheſes, which it really is not. Names 
of Reproach might have been ſpared on 
Both ſides, had not they began, and ſet 
us an Example. Had they been contented 
Modeſtly to propoſe their Doubts, with 
thcir Reaſons for Them ; Had they fairly 
and ingeuuouſly fer forth the Arguments on 
our ſide of the Queſtion, in their full 
Strength, and then brought their own to 
{ct againſt them and ballance them; Had 
they been willing to acknowledge (what is 
undoubtedly true) that we have many and 

| great 
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great Reaſons, ſuch as muſt weigh even 
with Wife and Good Men, for what we 
believe and profeſs; Much from Scripture, 
Much from Antiquity, and countenanc'd, 
now many Centuries, by the ſober and think- 
ing part of the Chriſtian World ; Had they 
freely own'd this, giving at the ſame time 
their Reaſons on the other fide, and leav- 
ing impartial Men, after a fair and full Hear- 
ing, to judge which ſhould out-weigh: I 
fay, Had they took this reaſonable and In- 
genuous method, like modeſt Inquirers after 
Truth, I know not whether any fair and 
candid Man would have condemn'd, or not 
have commended them for it. But when no- 
thing leſs will ſerve the Turn but miſrepre- 
ſenting us, as following only new Schola- 
ſtick Hypotheſes; when Antiquity is ſearch- 
ed only to pick out ſuch Paſſages as /eem 
to make for one fide, and much Art uſed 
even to make them ſeem ſo; when our 
main ſtrength from Scripture and from An- 
tiquity, is, in a manner, totally concealed 
and diſguiſed, and the Principal Objections 
and Difficulties of their own Scheme pals'd 
over in ſilence ; The Orthodox, all the while, 
being repreſented as a parcel of Men over- 
run with Prejudice and Bigottry, preferring 
Humane and Modern Deci/ions, the Words 
of Men, before the infallible Ford of on 
x fu 
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full of Contradiction and Abſurdity, and 
bereft, in a manner, of common Senſe: I 
ſay, when this is the Method which ſome 
pleaſe to take, to revive an old Hereſy, 
ſuch Rude Attacks upon our Common Faith, 
tho' we had leſs to fay for it, are never 
to be juſtify'd ; nor indeed are they ca- 
pable of any kind Excuſe, when the Men 
are ſo far from proving that we have been 
miſtaken in this matter, that they dare 
not truſt the Merits of the Cauſe to a 
fair, open, and calm Hearing. They 
dare not venture to ſet Their Scheme 
in its true colours and naked ſimplicity, 
againſt Ours, fearing leaſt impartial Men 
ſhould roo plainly fee, what Advan- 
tage we are ſure to have upon a juſt 
Compariſon. It is ungenerous and mean, in 
any Cauſe, (in this, it is impious) not to 
ſuffer all that can juſtly be pleaded on the 
oppoſite ſide, to appear in its full Light 
and Strength. What harm can there be in 
admitting what is Truth and Fact, ſuppoſe 
it relate either to Scripture or Antiquity ? 
Let the Evidences be produced, at leaſt; 
the Veigbt of them may be conſider' d 
afterwards. And what if Arianiſm ſhould 
not happen to prevail, in this ſo fair, and 
Juſt a Method? How can it be remedied? 
Muſt it be obtruded upon us, true or falſe, 
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If there really be not Evidence ſufficient 
for it, or if it muſt be overpowered by 
contrary Evidence; then This we may cer- 
tainly depend on, either that the Arian 
Doctrine is Falſe, or, at the loweſt, that 
no Man can be obliged to think it True: 

which Conſideration alone may be enough 
to ſatisfy any conſcientious Man in reject- 
ing it, in its preſent Circumſtances, 


To conclude all, in a few Words; One 
thing we may require and demand, in 
the preſent Caſe; that before we venture 
to Dethrone our God and Saviour, by 
bringing Him down to the Rank of 
Creatures; before we preſume to abridge 
Him of Thoſe Honours, and That Worſbip, 
which He has held in the Chriſtian 
Church by a Preſcription of 15, 16, or 
17 hundred years; before we run up- 
on what has hitherto been accounted 
Blaſphemy, horrid Blaſphemy, by the 
Wileſt, the Greateſt, and moſt Eminent 
Lights of the CHhriſtian Church, in form- 
er and in latter Ages; before we diſclaim 
our ſolemn Vows in Baptiſm, where we 
Dedicated our felves to the Service and 
Worſhip of Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, 
One God Bleſſed for ever; before we go 
theſe Lengths, let us, at leaſt, have things 
fairly and impartially Examin'd, in Since- 

rity 
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rity and Singleneſs of Heart; diſguiſing 
nothing, nor ſmothering any Ex 


but comparing Things with Things, Scrip- 
ture with Scripture, Reaſon with Reaſon, 


and then ballancing the whole Account: 


Let us know, in ſome meaſure, what we 
do, that we run not A inafold into our own 


certain Damnation. In the mean while, it 


behoves us to retain ſedfaſtiy, what we have 
hitherto piouſly believed and profeſs'd, in 
the Integrity of our Hearts and Minds. 
And may the Sacred Three, to whom we 
once have ſo ſolemnly devoted all our Ser- 
vices, accept of our ſincere Endeavors to 
preſerve and keep up that Divine Ho- 
nour, which has been hitherto, (and we 
doubt not, ju/tly,) paid to Each of them. 
To the ſame moſt Holy undivided Trinity, 
God the Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, be 
all Honour and Glory, Adoration and Mor- 
ſhip, in all Churches of the Saints, now 
and for evermore. Amen. | 
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Immutability, a Divine Attri- 


bute aſcrib'd to Chriſt in 


Scripture 249 
Inferiority, how it differs from 
Subordination Pr. xvii 


St. John, the 3 firſt verſes of 
his Goſpel, how interpreted 


by the Sabellians 9 
dow by the Socinians 13 
how by the Arians 14 


how by the Catholicks 17 


| K 
King of Kings, a Divine Title 
given to Chriſt in Scrip- 
ture 232 


L 
hogos, or Word, a diſtinct Per- 
ſon from God the Father 
IO Ge. 


* his Relation to the Father, 


how far it was underſtood 

by the Antients to bear 2 

Reſemblance of Thought or 
Speech 


5 
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Speech to the Mind 
— How that Parallel was a- 
bus'd. by the Sabellians 7 
— aſſerted by St. John to 
be the true God and the 
true Fehovah 
— ſtrictly and properly Cre- 
ator of all things 46 Cc. 
See Chriſt, See God the Son, 
Sce Son of God 
Lord Gods Lord of Glory, 
Tord of Lords, Divine Titles 
given to Chriſt in Serip- 
ture 203, 232 


| M 
Man, The Creation of him, 
an Argument of Chriſt's Di- 
vinity 84 
Mediatorial Office of Chriſt, no 
Ground of Worſhip Pr. xlix 
Mediatorial Worſhip, not diffe- 
rent from Divine Pr. xliv 
Mighty God, a Divine Title 
given to Chriſt in Scripture 


218 


N 
Neceſſary Exiſtence, How ex- 
preſs'd by the Antients 
Pr. xx. and 254 in the Note 
——— aſſerted of God the Son 
by the Catholicks Pr. xxi 
——— denied of him by the 
Arians Pr, xviil 


O 
Omni preſence, Omniſcience, Di- 
wine Attributes aſcrib'd to 
Chriſt in Scripture 273 
—— Objections againſt his 
Omniſcience anſwer'd 265 
One God, In what Senſe to be 
underſtood 129 
Hgrmxearoep, a Divine Title 
given to Chriſt in Scrip- 


22 Cc - 


ture 227 
Perſon, and undivided Intelli. 
gent Agent, not reciprocal 
Pr. li 

Polytheiſm, What Pr. xxxv 
— Chargeable upon the 4- 
rians Pr. xxxvi 
Prayer and Thankſgiving, what 
ounded upon Pr. xlv 


R 
Roman Creed, why call'd the 
Apoſtles Creed 3286 
Diametrically oppoſite te 
the Arian Principles p 328 


8 
Sabellians, what they under- 
ſtood by the Logos or 
Word 40e 
— Their Interpretation of 
the three firſt verſes in the 
Goſpel of St. John 
Socinians, their Interpretation 
of the three firſt verſes in 
St. Fohn's Goſpel, how wild 
and abſurd 13 
Son of God, a Title underſtood 
by the Primitive Fathers to 
imply a Divine Nature 329 
Speech, How far, and in what 
Capacity, the Logos may be 
reſembld to it 5 
The Error of the Sabel- 
lians about That Reſem- 
blance 7 
Subordination, How it differs 
from luferiorit Pr. xvii 


T 
Thought, How far, andin what 
Capacity, the Logos may be 


reſewbl'd to it 7 
— The Error of the Sabel- 
lians about that Reſem- 
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blance p 7 
Titles Divine given to Chriſt 
in Scripture 197 

viz. 
God 198 
God with us 201 
Lord God 203 
True God 206 
Great God 214 
Mighty God 1 BL 
God over all bleſſed for e- 
* $21 
Fehovah 224 
Almighty 227 
Lord of Glory 232 
King of Kings ibid 
Lord of Lords ibid. 
Alpha and Omega ibid. 
The Beginning and the ' ory 
id. 


The Firſt and the Laſt ibid. 
——— Objections anſwer'd 279 
Trinity of Perſons not inconſi- 

ſent with the Unity of the 

Godhead 114 
True God, a Divine Title given 


to Chriſt in Scripture p 206 
Two Gods, and Two Maſters, 
| how to be underſtood 


"= Xxxii 
U 


Unity of the Godhead, not in- 
conſiſtent with a Triniiy of 
Perſons 115 

—— What to be inferr'd from 
the Scripture Declarations 
of the Unity in the God- 
head '.- If 


v 

Mord, fee Logos. 
Way ſhip , proves Chriſt to be 
the One God Pr. xxxviii 
—— appropriated to the one 
true God Pr. x1 G6. 
m— Arian Notions of it ex- 
amin'd and confuted Pr. 
| xlii c. 
Mor ſhip Mediatorial, not diffe- 
rent from Divine Pr. xlir 


